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Von dem altejten Sohn de3 
Entjdlafenen, Prof. Paul Vente in 
Fort Wayne, Fnd., ging dem Unter- 
geichneten die folgende Nachricht gu: 
„Heute morgen frith erbielten wir 
Die Nachricht von California, daß 
der liebe Vater Montag, den 15. Dez 
gember [1930], um 7 Uhr abend3, 
plötzlich und fanft entſchlafen ijt. 
Die Beerdigung foll Montagnad- 
mittag um 2 Uhr in St. Louis bon 
Der Kreugfirde aus ſtattfinden. Sie 
würden un8 gu Dank berpflichten, 
wenn Gie bet Gelegenheit der 
Reidhenfeier etliche Worte an die 
berjammelte Gemeinde  richten 
fonnten. Die Hauptleidenpredigt 
wird Vaters ehemaliger Seelforger, 
P. P. Konig, in engliſcher Sprache 
halten. Auch haben wir Herrn 
D. F. Pfotenhauer gebeten, einige + D. Friedrich Bente. + 
Worte an die Verjammlung gu 
richten. Ihnen fiir die Liebe danfend, die Sie meinem lieben Vater er⸗ 
wieſen haben, zeichnet im Namen der Familie: Paul F. Vente.“ 

Wir laſſen P. Königs Predigt iiber Pj. 103, 15—18 hier folgen: 

The Lord of life and death has again removed from this vale 
of tears a beloved husband and father, an honored teacher of the 
Church, a staunch defender of the true religion. Last Monday, quite 
suddenly, after but an hour’s illness, Dr. F. Bente was delivered from 
every evil work and translated into the heavenly kingdom. We are 
met here to-day, not chiefly to dry tears, but to point out blessings; 
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not to honor a human being, but to praise the mercy of a gracious 
God. This is done at the suggestion of the deceased. The hymn 
which is about to be sung in German, a grand hymn of our Lutheran 
Church [Nun lob, mein’ Seel’, den Herren], is sung at his request. 
It is a hymn of praise. It is based on the words of the 103d Psalm, 
the opening words of which read: “Bless the Lord, O my soul, and 
all that is within me, bless His holy name.” Hence, though we keenly 
feel the pain of parting, let us, even through tears, look to God in 
heaven and extol His lasting mercy. 


WE PRAISE THE MERCY OF OUR GOD. 


1. 


The mercy of God looms larger when we consider what man is. 
“As for man,” says our text [Ps. 108, 15—18], “his days are as grass; 
as a flower of the field, so he flourisheth. For the wind passeth over 
it, and it is gone, and the place thereof shall know it no more.” The 
grass grows up and remains fresh and green for a short time only; 
soon it withers, dries, is cut off. The flowers of the field are beautiful 
to behold, but a warm wind passes over them, and they are gone. So 
is man. His days are short. He is born only to die; aye, with the 
day of his birth he begins to die. “Verily, every man at his best 
state is altogether vanity.” All this is borne out by human experience. 
All of this is the result of sin. “For we are consumed by Thine anger, 
and by Thy wrath are we troubled.” While man was in Paradise, he 
knew nothing of death. He was told: “In the day that thou eatest 
thereof thou shalt surely die.” Man ate, man died, and all his 
descendants sin likewise, hence also die. To this our psalm refers 
when it says: “He knoweth our frame; He remembereth that we 
are dust.” These are the men on whom God had mercy, men who 
offended Him, the great and holy God, who daily sin much and indeed 
deserve nothing but punishment, who now have a mortal body and 
are doomed, not merely to death, but to eternal damnation. 

But while man passes away like a shadow, the mercy of God 
endures. Far above the vanishing earthly things and vanishing human 
beings is the vaulted heaven of God’s eternal mercy. What is mercy? 
God’s loving-kindness, His grace and forgiveness shown unto perish- 
ing sinners. Instead of punishing men, as they deserve, God desires 
to do good, to help. While justice is clamoring for punishment, mercy 
says, Forgive, forget, for the sake of Him whose coming into the 
world at Christmas-time brought salvation, life, and light. Taking 
the place of men, atoning for their sins, reconciling the world to God, 
satisfying justice, Jesus earned God’s mercy, causing Him to forgive 
iniquity, transgression, and sin. This mercy towards the sinner is 
from everlasting to everlasting. It is older than the hills and moun- 
tains, older than earth itself, as old as God in heaven. Before the 
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worlds were made, from eternity, God decreed that mankind should be 
saved through the death of His Son; from eternity He decreed that 
we should come to faith in Jesus in time, believe the Word, live as 
Christians and die in peace, entering eternal life. This mercy is to 
everlasting. It was manifested in time in the prophecies of old. It is 
revealed at Christmas-time. There, in a humble stall, lies the visible 
proof of the mercy and loving-kindness of God; on Calvary’s cross 
we behold additional evidence of the mercy of God which is from 
everlasting to everlasting. And this mercy is shown unto us; by the 
grace and mercy of God we were led to faith in the Savior of men, 
kept in that faith through sickness and health, and through faith we 
receive grace for grace, forgiveness of all our sins. We therefore 
praise the mercy of our God. 
2. 


It is not difficult to apply the words of our text to the deceased. 
They as well as the rest of the psalm form the basis for the next hymn 
[“The Bridegroom Soon Will Call Us”]. In choosing it, the deceased 
is making his last confession of faith in Him who forgiveth all our 
iniquities, who healeth all our diseases; he is preaching his last ser- 
mon, delivering his last lecture, writing his last theological treatise. 
His subject is sin and grace, the mercy of God. The deceased Dr. 
Bente had tasted of that mercy. His sinful nature would have kept 
him out of heaven but for the mercy of a loving Lord, who washed him 
in Holy Baptism and made a covenant of grace with him. It was 
God’s mercy that he received Christian training in his youth; His 
mercy that he entered the holy ministry in 1882; His grace and mercy 
that he proclaimed to sinful men that love eternal of a forgiving God; 
His mercy towards the deceased and especially towards our Synod 
that brought Dr. Bente to our Seminary, where in sermons and lec- 
tures and articles for the press he championed the sola gratia and 
sola Scriptura and with keen logic and in forceful language defended 
the truth against all error; it was God’s mercy that equipped him for 
successful work as editor of Lehre und Wehre and especially also as 
editor-in-chief of the Concordia Triglotta, the confessional writings 
of our Lutheran Church. 

God’s mercy was manifested to the deceased throughout his 
earthly life, through sorrow and heartache, in days of joy and hap- 
piness. Especially during the last six years did the merciful God 
give him a blessed period of preparation for eternity as it is accorded 
to comparatively few men. He made use of his time of grace. He 
walked with God, loved His Word, the services of His house, also the 
wonderful hymns of our Church and would sing the next hymn 
frequently. He believed what he wrote and taught. On one occasion, 
a few years ago, he accompanied me on a visit to one who had fallen 
into the deepest depths of sin and shame, but now had repented. 
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When I returned to the car in which he was waiting, he remarked, 
“If it were not for the mercy of God, we would have fallen just 
as low.” Such humble faith in the grace of God in Jesus he confessed 
to the very end of his life. “Who dieth thus dies well.” 

Is it not true, beloved mourners, that you this day have reason 
to praise the mercy of God? You know what the deceased has been 
to you. That was God’s mercy, nothing else. You know that he is 
celebrating Christmas in heaven and is seeing what he here believed 
and taught. The mercy of God will not forsake you, but will comfort 
and cheer you.and provide for you. Only remain true to what your 
dear departed taught you that you may, too, die in faith and celebrate 
eternal Christmas with him. We, dear brethren in the ministry, want 
to praise God’s mercy bestowed upon us and our Church through our 
departed colleague and teacher and pray the Lord of the Church to 
keep us ever true to the Gospel the deceased taught. May the blessed 
Savior keep His protecting hand over our Seminary, its faculty, our 
entire ministry, and the members of our Synod that we all may praise 
the mercy of our God here in time and hereafter in eternity! For 
Jesus’ sake. Amen. 

Der Untergeichnete ricdtete an die Gemeinde und die ganze Trauer- 
berfammlung die folgenden Worte: 

Der Mann, defien Leib mir Heute in das Grab betten, war ein 
wahrer Theologe, ein Theologe, nidt bon Menfden gemadt, ſondern 
ein Theologe von Gottes Gnaden, ein Theologe, wie ihn unfere Beit 
nötig hat, wie injonderheit auch die lutheriſch fich nennende Rirde 
ihn braudt. 

Der Entſchlafene war erjtlich ein treuer Lehrer und Befenner der 
unberlebliden göttlichen Majeftat der Heiligen Schrift. Die moderne 
Theologie, welche die Heilige Schrift nicht mehr fiir Gottes unfehlbares 
Wort halt, ijt leider auch in die lutheriſch fich nennende Kirche einge- 
Drungen. Gegen diefen Brrtum, der das Fundament des chrijtlicden 
Glaubens umſtößt, hat fich der Entſchlafene durch Gottes Gnade wie 
eine nichtwanfende Mauer geftellt. Er hat bejtandig und unerſchütter⸗ 
lich gelehrt und begeugt, dak die Seilige Schrift in allen ihren Teilen 
und Worten Gottes unverbriidhlides Wort ijt, wie unſer Heiland uns 
alle gelehrt hat: ,Die Schrift fann doch nicht gebrochen werden.“ 

Der Entfdhlafene war gum andern ein treuer Lehrer und Bekenner 
der chriſtlichen Gnadenlehre. Die moderne Theologie, welche unfern 
Chriftenglauben und unſere Chriftenboffnung nicht mehr allein auf 
Gotte3 Gnade in Chrijto, fondern auch auf das rechte Verhalten des 
Menſchen griinden twill, ijt leider auch in die lutheriſch fic) nennende 
Kirche eingedrungen. Auch gegen diefen Yrrtum, der folgeridtig uns 
armen Giinbdern die Gnade Gottes und die Seligkeit ungewiß macht, hat 
fich der Entſchlafene durch Wirkung des Geiligen Geiftes gu einer feften 
Mauer gemacht. Er hat beftandig gelehrt und feftgehalten: „Aus 
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Gnaden feid ifr felig worden durd den Glauben, und dasſelbige nicht 
aus euch, Gottes Gabe ift e3; nicht aus den Werkfen, auf dak fich nicht 
jemand rühme.“ Gegen alle menſchliche Klugtuerei und Folgerei hat er 
gelehrt und befannt: „Israel, daß du berdirbeft, die Schuld ift dein; 
dak dir aber geholfen wird, das ijt lauter meine Gnade.“ 

Der Entidlafene war auch in der Weisheit diefer Welt, in der 
Philojophie, in der Philofophie aller Beiten, wohl bewandert. Cr war 
fehr wohl befahigt, den Vertretern weltlicher Wiſſenſchaft auf ihr eigenes 
Gebiet gu folgen und fie, wo e3 not tat, auf ihrem eigenen Gebiet, da3 
ijt, auch mit Gründen der menfdliden Vernunft und Erfahrung, gu 
twiderlegen. 

Was der Entfchlafene in zahlreichen Schriften hinterlaſſen hat, ijt 
ein Shab, ein Schak fiir unfere Synode und die ganze lutheriſche Kirche. 
Danfen wir Gott fiir dieſen Schatz und gebrauchen wir ifn! 

Aus Veranlaffung des Abſcheidens unfers teuren Bruder, Lehrers 
unſers theologifden Seminars und Lehrers der Synode bitten wir Gott, 
er twolle feine Gnadenhand nidt bon uns wenden. Cr twolle aus lauter 
väterlicher, gittlider Giite und Barmbergigfeit, ohne alle unfer Ver— 
dienft und Wiirdigkeit, uns auch ferner gottbeqnadete treue Lehrer und 
Prediger geben und erhalten, damit fein Name gebheiliget werde und fein 
Reich gu uns fomme und bei un bleibe. Amen. 


D. Pfotenhauer widmete dem Entfdlafenen den folgenden Nachruf: 

Sn der Vorrede gum RKonfordienbud, das famtlide Bekenntnis— 
ſchriften unſerer Rirde enthalt und das im Jahre 1580 gum erjtenmal 
gedrudt tourbde, begeugen die treuen Befenner sffentlich vor Gott und 
jedermann, daß fie die Kirchen und Schulen auf die Heilige Schrift und 
die Befenntniffe getwiefen haben wollen, und bermahnen zugleich ernjt- 
lich, dag befonders die Jugend, fo im Kirchendienſt und feiligen 
Miniſterio aufergogen, in folcher Lehre mit Treue und Fleiß unterrictet 
verde, Damit aud bet ihren Nachfommen die reine Lehre und Befenntnis 
des Glaubens bis auf die herrliche Zukunft des einigen Erlöſers und 
Seligmadhers JEſu Chriſti durch Hilfe und Beiſtand de3 GHeiligen Geiſtes 
erhalten und fortgepflangt werden mige. (Triglotta, S. 20.) 

Was hier die Verfafjer de3 Konkordienbuchs von fich befennen, war 
aud die Gefinnung und das Beftreben D. Ventes, der nun feinen auf 
bollendet hat und den wir heute gur lebten Rube betten wollen. Die 
Heilige Schrift war ihm die eingige untriiglide Quelle aller göttlichen 
Wahrheit, und die Bekenntnisſchriften der lutherifden Kirche waren ifm 
eine treue, unverfälſchte Darlegung derfelben. Go befannte er fich 
aud) gu denfelben mit unerfdjrodenem Mute und verteidigte Schrift und 
Bekenntnis mit den herrliden Gaben, die Gott ihm verliehen hatte. 
Eben weil fein Gewiſſen in Gottes Wort gefangen war, war er allen 
Kompromiffen feind und bewährte ſich in der hohen Stellung, in die 
Ste Synode ihn berufen hatte, als einen ficeren und guberlaffigen 

ihrer. 
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Neben der ſchriftſtelleriſchen Tatigkeit mar fein eigentlider Beruf 
Die Erziehung unferer theologifdhen Bugend und deren Vorbereitung 
aufs Predigtamt in unferm Geminar Hier gu St.Louis. Und da war 
fein Beftreben, unfere theologifdhe Qugend gerade in den VSefenntni3- 
ſchriften unferer Kirche mit Treue und Fleiß gu unterricten, damit 
durch feine Schiiler die reine Lehre und Bekenntnis de3 Glaubens in 
unferer Mitte erhalten werde. Bu diefer feiner Arbeit, die fich über 
ein Menjchenalter erjtredte, hat Gott fein Gedeihen gegeben, fo dak 
feine Schiiler in verfchiedenen Teilen der Welt auf vielen Predigtſtühlen 
und bet fonftigem Unterricht Trager und Verbreiter der heilſamen Lehre 
find. Ya, obgleich das Lehramt D. Bentes an unferm Seminar fdon vor 
einigen Jahren gum Abſchluß fam und er nun geftorben ijt, fo lehrt er 
doch noch fort und fort. Gein Sauptiverf, die Mitbeteiliqung an der 
Herausgabe unferer Sefenntnisfdriften in dret Sprachen mit der herr- 
liden Cinleitung, die bon ihm verfaßt ijt, ijt ein grokes Vermächtnis 
und ein herrliches Legat an unfere Kirche und gumal auch an unfere 
theologijde Sugend, vermittels deffen fie — Gott gebe es! — ferner 
bon ihren Profefforen mit Treue und Fleiß unterrichtet werden, damit 
bet unfern Nachfommen die reine Lehre und Bekenntnis de3 Glaubens 
bis auf die herrliche Zukunft unfers einigen Erlöſers JEſu Chrijti durd 
Hilfe und Beijtand des Heiligen Geijtes erhalten und fortgepflangt 
werden möge. 

Es war ein ſchwerer Schlag und ein herber Verluſt für unſere 
gange Synode, als durch Krankheit die Lehrtätigkeit D. Bentes ihren 
Abſchluß fand und uns nun fein klarer Verſtand, ſeine große Beredfamz- 
keit, ſeine gewandte Feder, ſeine hervorragende Lehrgabe, ſeine gründ— 
liche Schrift- und Symbolkenntnis ſowie fein feſtes und ſicheres Urteil 
nicht mehr dienen konnten. Und für den Entſchlafenen war es eine 
harte Schule, in die ſein Gott ihn nahm, indem er mitten aus raſtloſer 
Tätigkeit in Untätigkeit verſetzt wurde, weil die Glieder des Leibes dem 
noch regen Geiſte Dienſt und Gehorſam verſagten. Es zeigte ſich auch 
an dem Entſchlafenen, daß Gott bei ſeinen Kindern keine Ausnahme 
macht, daß wir alle, ein jeder auf ſeine Weiſe, durch viel Trübſal in das 
Reich Gottes eingehen müſſen. Aber der Dahingeſchiedene tröſtete ſich 
mit den Worten des Apoſtels Paulus: „Wir wiſſen aber, ſo unſer 
irdiſch Haus dieſer Hütte zerbrochen wird, daß wir einen Bau haben, 
von Gott erbauet, ein Haus, nicht mit Händen gemacht, das ewig iſt, 
im Himmel. Und über demſelbigen ſehnen wir uns auch nach unſerer 
Behauſung, die vom Himmel iſt, und uns verlanget, daß wir damit 
überkleidet werden.“ 

Dieſe ſeine Sehnſucht iſt erfüllt. Am letzten Montag, mitten in 
der Adventszeit, ijt er aus dem zerbrochenen Hauſe ſeines Leibes aus- 
gezogen und hat Einzug gehalten in ein Haus, nicht mit Händen ge- 
mat, das ewig ijt, im Himmel. Er ift nun bei feinem Heiland und 
faut ifn, an den er geglaubt, den er geliebt und befannt und deffen 
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Wort er fo meijterlid) gelehrt und fo fiegreid) verteidigt hat. Und fein 
fterblider Leib wird ruben, daß er auferftehe am Ende der Tage mit 
allen feligen Rindern Gottes in Kraft und Herrlichkeit. 

Wir aber beflagen in feinem Hingang den Verluft eines großen 
Nehrers, eines herrlichen Werkzeuges Gotte3, eines bewahrten Rufers 
im Streit und eines guberlaffigen Unterweiſers unferer theologifden 


, Sugend und bitten an feinem Garge unfern lieben Gott, dag er fort- 


fahren twolle, uns Profefforen gu geben, die mit Treue und Fleiß unfere 
theologifde Jugend unterridten, damit auch bet unfern Nachfommen die 
reine Lehre und Vefenntnis des Glaubens bid auf die herrliche Butunft 
unfers einigen Erlöſers und Seligmachers JEſu Chriſti durch Hilfe und 
Veijtand des Heiligen Geijtes erhalten und fortgepflangt werden möge. 
Wmen. 


Die theologiſche Arbeit des Entſchlafenen ift bon folder Bedeutung 
fiir unfere Synode, fiir die gange Iutherifde Rirde, ja fiir die gange 
chriſtliche Rirde, dak e3 am Plage ijt, darauf nod tweiterhin guriicgu- 
fommen. F. Pieper. 
ee ee 





Atheistic Propaganda in Our Country. 





Dreary though it may be, the subject of atheistic propaganda in 
our country nevertheless demands conscientious study, especially by 
our pastors and all who are directly interested in the young people 
of our Church in order that ways and means may be found to safe- 
guard their spiritual welfare, in particular while they are attending 
colleges and universities. 

Only a short time ago we were horrified by the blasphemies of 
agnostic Modernists. To-day, however, we are facing a foe that is 
even more treacherous and pernicious. Modernism, with all its 
vagaries, at least endeavored to preserve some kind of religion and 
respect for God. But to-day an extreme type of atheism is attempting 
to destroy altogether even the semblance of religion which Modernism 
has left. Its slogan is: No God and no religion whatever. 

This type of atheism is aggressively militant and employs the 
most effective weapons that can be found. To prove this statement, 
we shall publish in toto an article from the Sunday-school Times 
(October 18, 1980), which, under the heading “Atheism, Indecency, 
and the Magazines,” offers the following startling news: — 

“The American colleges and universities were founded and en- 
dowed chiefly by Christian men as a basis for a Christian civilization. 
They have become nurseries of unbelief. The great publishing houses 
were of similar origin. Macmillan’s was established by the Scotch 
Baptists, Harper’s by Irish Methodists, Scribner’s by Presbyterians, 
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the Century Company by New England Congregationalists, Hough- 
ton, Mifflin by Methodists, and Funk and Wagnalls by Lutheran 
clergymen. How far at least some of them have slipped from the 
Christian point of view and Christian ideals can be quickly determined 
by a glance at their price lists or a cursory study of their magazine 
publications. . 

“In the Forum of March, Harper and Brothers, under the cap- 
tion of ‘Man’s Unending Battle against God,’ advertised a coming 
article in Harper’s Magazine. This is what the advertisement says 
of it: ‘Many honest, thoughtful people are wandering — lost — in 
the debatable ground where the frontiers of science, religion, and 
morals meet. To all readers blessed with inquiring minds, Elmer 
Davis’s God without Religion will come as a revelation of integrity 
of thought, combined with lofty spiritual force. Mr. Davis’s bold plea 
to discard the religion that deceives us for our own comfort is an 
inspiration to the reader. It represents, moreover, the kind of reading 
that Harper’s Magazine gives you each month.’ 

“Too true! What would Mr. Davis do? In his article in 
Harper’s for March, 1930, he writes that ‘the bulk of the old-time 
religion is incredible.’ ‘The Fall-and-Atonement drama, which is the 
core of traditional Christianity, has had to go overboard,’ he tells us. 
‘The code of conduct that had been unwisely tied to an obsolescent 
theology fell with it; unless men lose heart and surrender themselves 
to the bishops, that particular Humpty-Dumpty [i.e., Christian 
ethics] can never be put together again.’ ‘There is no evidence of 
a God who pitieth His children. There may be forces in the universe 
friendly to man, but the evidence is as yet unconvincing. The whole 
seems at best indifferent, sometimes actively hostile; we shall get 
only what we fight for, and not all of that. The business of man is 
one long endeavor to thwart the will of God, that is, to correct the 
abuses and evils in God’s world.’ 

“And what about the individual? ‘He is not worth troubling 
about,’ says Shapley [the Harvard astronomer], ‘except as he con- 
tributes by deed, thought, or progeny to the survival of the species.... 
Salvation, if any, is for the race. The individual who has so much 
ego in his cosmos that he demands it for himself had better sell his 
mind to the bishops, who will give him a gilt-edged assurance of 
eternal life.’ And so on for eight or ten pages! The American As- 
sociation for the Advancement of Atheism could ask for nothing more 
satisfactory. 

“Scribner's Magazine, not to be outdone, publishes an article in 
the June [1930] issue by Henshaw Ward entitled ‘The Disappearance 
of God.’ This writer points out without apparent regret that ‘it is the 
friends of God who have made God incredible.’ By the ‘friends of 
God’ he means professors in various theological seminaries whom he 
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quotes, such as Prof. G. B. Smith of the University of Chicago, Prof. 
E. S. Ames, Prof. Douglas C. Mackintosh of Yale, the former Baptist 
minister Dr. J. H. Randall. Mr. Ward calls attention to a ‘collection 
of testimonies gathered by a man who was once a Baptist minister in 
Texas and is now an editor of the Christian Century. After I have 
read it, I can think of nothing but the massacre of God that is being 
made by the best religious thought of the day.’ This includes ‘the 
God of fifteen well-known thinkers.’ He later speaks of these men as 
an ‘eminent band of specialists,’ whose majority vote is that the God 
to whom I once said ‘Now I lay me’ has disappeared. 

“Turning to the Forum, one finds a continuous flow of anti- 
christian essays. Some of these are printed under the title of ‘What 
I Believe,’ the belief being in most instances a repudiation of Chris- 
tian theism and the Christian revelation. H.G. Wells, in the August 
[1930] issue, concludes his paper with an appropriate ‘Vanity of 
Vanities.’ He says that we are ‘face to face with the ultimate frustra- 
tion of every individual desire in age, enfeeblement, and death.’ His 
only comfort is that, when we die, ‘we shall never know that we 
are dead.’ 

“Sir Arthur Keith wrote in the April Forum that he had come 
of a Christian home in Aberdeenshire. Darwinism landed him in 
atheistic materialism. ‘By the absorption of this new knowledge my 
youthful creed was smashed to atoms. My personal God, the Creator 
of heaven and earth, melted away. The desire to pray—not the 
need — was lost, for one cannot pray to an abstraction.’ For the 
peace of God Sir Arthur Keith thinks he has found a Stoic substitute. 
He tells us that he has ‘an urgent craving for immortality. That 
longing, which lies at the root of the Christian religion, I look upon 
as a sin of the flesh—one to be conquered and suppressed.’ Such 
a suppression, instead of bringing consternation or despondency, gives 
‘a peace which only those who have felt it can realize.’ The apostle 
insisted that for those who had lost the resurrection hope naught 
remained but to eat, drink, and wait for death. Keith differs. ‘If men 
believe, as I do, that this present earth is the only heaven, they 
will strive all the more to make heaven of it.’ Certainly they ought 
to for logie’s sake, but do they? 

“Then comes Prof. John Dewey, who has scrapped the idea of 
God. This with the related ideas of the soul and its destiny, of fixed 
revelation, and the like, has ‘made it impossible for the cultivated 
mind of the Western world.’ Dewey seems to regret this in a way, 
for with these spiritual losses has gone, too, the older ‘philosophy of 
hope, of progress,’ and no ‘new, coherent view of nature and man’ has 
yet been discovered. 

“Mr. Mencken’s reasoned ‘belief? is given in the September 
Forum. He holds that the discoveries of Copernicus proved that ‘the 
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so-called revelation of God as contained in the Old Testament was 
rubbish’; that the authors of the New Testament were ignorant and 
credulous men, who ‘put together a narrative that is as discordant 
and preposterous . . . as the testimonies of six darkies in a police 
court.’ So low has the Forum sunk! A future life is to Mr. Mencken 
an absurd concept, for which there is as little evidence as for witches. 
He believes that religion is done for in America. ‘Alone among the 
great nations of history we have got rid of religion as a serious 
scourge—and by the simple process of reducing it to a petty 
nuisance.’ . 

“James Truslow Adams, writer of history, tells us in the Forum 
for May and June that he is not a member of any Church and that 
he intensely dislikes Paul. But he feels the need of some protection 
against the breaking dikes. He thinks therefore we should hold to 
Christ and Marcus Aurelius until a greater teacher shall arise, not 
because of any confidence in the Bible, but because these two 
‘synthetized the moral experience of the race up to their own times.’... 
This at least is faulty history. So also is an excursus Mr. Adams 
makes into present-day church history. ‘The moral and social degra- 
dation of the Pacific races is,’ he solemnly tells us, ‘due largely to the 
insistence of the white man and his missionaries upon a too sudden 
change in the moral beliefs and codes of the natives.’ Obviously he 
has never heard of Hall Young and Sheldon Jackson. 

“The latest novelty in the Forum is a series of estimates by 
various writers in the public eye of the twelve greatest dates in human 
history. Hendrik Willem Van Loon leads off in the September issue. 
Van Loon’s first date is‘2200 B. C., when Hammurabi formulated his 
Code of Law. Why? Because ‘without him Moses, ten centuries later, 
would never have been able to present his followers with those Ten 
Commandments which became the ultimate standard of conduct for 
the Western World.’ The fifth date is the birth of Christ. Mr. Van 
Loon believes He was the son of Joseph and Mary. ‘I need waste 
no words,’ he writes, ‘upon the importance of this occurrence. Were 
it not for the strictly formulated ethical code of the young Syrian 
prophet, . . . the Roman Empire would probably have survived much 
longer, for it was the deterioration from within which followed upon 
the pacifist teachings of Jesus that, quite as much as anything else, 
allowed the barbarians to destroy this immensely strong bulwark of 
civilization.’ And Mr. Van Loon professes to teach history in an 
American college! 

“These extracts are perhaps sufficient to classify certain maga- 
zines as purveyors of atheism, magazines that go into college reading- 
rooms, Y. M. C. A.’s, public libraries, and American homes. But there 
is another phase equally dark. There are certain things which the 
apostle insisted should not be once named among you as saints. The 
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magazines are following the current mode of shouting them out from 
roof-tops. There is an old Jewish professor dying of cancer of the 
tongue in Vienna. It is he who has set the cancerous tongues 
a-wagging in the psychology courses of our colleges during the past 
decade, the graduates of which are now displaying their psycho- 
analytical wisdom in the magazines. It is not desirable to quote from 
the numerous notes taken. The Forum for May had an article, 
‘Polygamous Women,’ which ought to drive the Forum from the 
tables of all Christian homes. Scribner’s gives entry in its pages to 
a woman whom it describes as a ‘daring writer.’ Certainly the ad- 
jective is quite as applicable to the editor and circulating manager; 
for such articles, not many years ago, would have cost the magazine 
thousands of subscribers; perhaps they do even to-day. A publica- 
tion that discusses without circumlocution perversities of the ‘Cities 
of the Plain type’ should be subjected to a rain of fire by indignant 
readers. 

“Naturally those who write, and those who publish, articles em- 
broidered with Freudian allusions resent restriction, and one is not 
surprised to find in Scribner’s a scurrilous account of the life-work 
of Anthony Comstock. Mr. Comstock, no doubt, made mistakes and 
had his limitations, but he was a man of courage, who faced death in 
behalf of public decency. To hold up such a man to public ridicule 
but disgraces both writer and publisher. Those who believe in clean 
living will not soon forget the unchivalrous article ‘Comstock Stalks’ 
in Scribner’s for April.” 

We have reprinted the article in full because it affords the reader 
an excellent insight into the kind of pabulum which our “best” high- 
brow magazines are offering their subscribers. As the Sunday-school 
Times observes, they have become purveyors of atheism and of the 
perversities of Sodom. The harm they do is all the greater since 
they, because of their former reputation as superior periodicals, enter 
our homes, public libraries, church libraries, colleges, universities, etc. 
Many readers who harbor an incomparable dislike for the pulp maga- 
zines with their blood-and-thunder-stories, their lewd and perverse sex 
emphasis, and their other glaring faults and vices will not hesitate 
to study and place into the hands of their friends and families these 
so-called “better journals.” Ageressive atheism certainly made a wise 
move when it engaged in its vicious service the magazines which 
hitherto have enjoyed so enviable a reputation. It is high time for 
our pastors, teachers, and guardians of the young people to acquaint 
themselves with what these magazines offer their constituents and to 
find out how many of their young people are reading them. Unless 
we know what our young people read, we shall never understand their 
temptations and doubts, nor shall we be able properly to warn and 
enlighten them with regard to the difficulties arising from their 
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destructive reading-matter. In order to discover this, it is not neces- 
sary for the pastor to subscribe for the various magazines in question 
since excellent “digests” of their contents may be obtained in the 
periodical markets. 

However, the matter is much worse than the foregoing article 
suggests. In a previous number the Sunday-school Times had pub- 
lished a news item under the heading “The American Anti-Bible 
Society.” The item reads: — 

“The American Bible Society is in the old Bible House on Fourth 
Avenue. Not far away, on East Fourteenth Street, is the American 
Anti-Bible Society. ‘If it’s against the Bible, we have it,’ is the an- 
nouncement of this ‘Headquarters for Anti-Biblical Literature.’ 
‘Catalog Free on Request.’ — The legal representative of the Soviet 
government in the United States sought incorporation for this society. 
The spirit of Moscow is seen in the announced purposes of the society: 
to bar the Bible from the public school; to dislodge it from the guest- 
rooms in hotels; to discourage its use at governatorial and Presi- 
dential inaugurations; to remove it from the witness stand; to check 
and ultimately stop its unsolicited distribution among soldiers, sea- 
men, patients, and prisoners; and to counteract the work of societies 
circulating it as the Word of God. 

“‘The American Anti-Bible Society,’ we are told, ‘offers a broad 
platform, upon which Modernists, higher critics, Unitarians, evolu- 
tionists, rationalists, freethinkers, agnostics, and atheists may unite 
to discredit the Bible as an infallible book. ... Liberals of every 
shade are eligible for membership.’ These people desire ‘the names 
and addresses of students preparing for the ministry. Copies of 
current catalogs of preacher factories will be gladly received.’ This 
is obviously a move to break down or remove the future leadership of 
the Church. They continue: ‘Most denominational schools are hot- 
beds of heresy, as it is impossible for an educational institution to 
maintain any degree of dignity without teaching evolution. Higher 
criticism produces skeptics. Whoever accepts evolution should stop 
preaching Christianity. The descendants of apes don’t need a Savior. 
Christmas is more and more being celebrated without reference to 
Jesus.’ The call is sounded to establish forums wherever possible 
(that is, wherever atheism can be popularized). It is noticeable that 
among the vice-presidents of the Freethinkers of America are Prof. 
Ellen Hayes of Wellesley and Prof. H.E. Barnes of Smith. Both 
colleges were founded by Christians with specifically Christian 
purposes.” 

So far the quotation. Let the reader subject the contents to 
a close scrutiny in order that he may fully understand the far-reaching 
influence which this ungodly society hopes to attain. For here is the 
center of the aggressive atheistic movement which now confronts 
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Christianity in our country and which evidently has its origin in 
Moscow. 

The fertile field which the atheistic blasphemies find at our public 
institutions of learning is well shown by the following news item 
clipped from the Sunday-school Times (September 13, 1930). We 
read: “I recently talked with a judge of the United States Circuit 
Court who had just gone back to his alma mater for a visit, the first 
since his graduation. He was received as an honored guest, a famous 
‘old grad,’ and was made to feel at home. He spoke a few words in 
the assembly, words of faith and trust. After the assembly he dropped 
into a science class and was in time to hear the professor make some 
facetious remarks about ‘the old fossil who had talked in chapel.’ 
The professor’s remarks were so well received by the class that he felt 
encouraged to go on, and he sneered at the virgin birth of Jesus 
Christ, called Him a martyr who died for a foolish ideal, scoffed at 
His resurrection, and rudely jested about His return. The old judge 
rose in indignation to defend the Lord Jesus, and the class jeered him 
to silence. He said he was so amazed that he went on a tour of 
investigation and found that the ‘faith, manners, and morals’ of the 
student-body were gone.” Similar reports of the spread of atheism 
in our colleges and universities appear quite frequently in the relig- 
ious press and prove the perils to which all are subject who attend 
the schools of our country. 

The consideration of this dreary topic, of course, raises the ques- 
tion, What can the individual pastor do to safeguard the youth of 
his church? In answering this query, we do not intend to attempt 
an extensive reply. Conditions differ so much in the various parts 
of our country that much wi!l depend on the pastor’s own initiative. 
But in general, we believe, the following points deserve attention. 

First of all, the ministry to-day calls for greater watchfulness 
on the part of the pastor. If ever, the minister of to-day must be 
a shepherd of his flock, a true Seelsorger, who endeavors to find out 
what his young people are doing, and especially, what they are read- 
ing. The ministry of the Gospel has always been difficult, but it is 
more difficult to-day because the attacks of Satan are so multiform 
and insidious. For this reason the pastor must first of all watch over 
the souls entrusted to his spiritual care. 

In the second place, the pastor must have personal contact with 
his young people, especially with those who are attending schools 
where atheistic influence may be suspected. For such contact our 
Walther League has paved the way and affords excellent opportunities, 
which no conscientious pastor dare neglect. No matter how busy he 
may be, he ought never to leave the direction and supervision of the 
societies of his parish to others. This is especially true of the in- 
struction in doctrine which they receive. Wherever Bible classes 
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exist, these deserve the pastor’s own attention, and it ought not to be 
delegated to any one else, since in the final analysis the pastor is 
responsible for the welfare of his young people. 

Again, there must be adequate indoctrination, especially in such 
congregations as are exposed to atheistic propaganda. Sometimes 
those very things which we presuppose most are least understood by 
our people. If Luther had to continue the study of the Catechism 
during his whole life, how much more ought our people to do so, 
as they are surrounded by so many foes of the Christian faith! Such 
fundamental doctrines as the inspiration of the Bible, the deity of 
Christ, His vicarious atonement, the Biblical plan of salvation, the 
doctrine of justification by faith, the Christian Church, heaven and 
hell, the means of grace, the Christian life, etc., must never be 
neglected, but treated again and again from different points of view, 
so that the young people become thoroughly familiar with them. In 
addition to this the pastor may also, as time permits, treat such 
special topics of Christian apologetics as the present-day propaganda 
of atheism makes necessary, showing how the enemies of divine truth 
pervert history, misrepresent facts, and blaspheme the Christian faith 
because in the end their animosity against the Word of God flows 
from their hatred of God Himself. Russia to-day supplies us with 
a startling illustration of what atheism is and what it accomplishes 
where it is free to do as it pleases. From conditions prevailing there 
the pastor may draw a graphic picture of what our own country will 
be if the American Association for the Advancement of Atheism suc- 
ceeds in its nefarious objective. Let our young people learn also 
that atheism has always attacked the Church and boasted of ridding 
the world of God, but that Christianity continued by the power of 
God, while unbelief destroyed itself by its own folly and fury. 

Atheism is willing to devote time and money to the destruction 
of the faith of our youth. Should we pastors, to whom God has 
entrusted those whom His Son has purchased with His blood, not con- 
secrate our time and strength to the preservation of their faith? What 
we need to-day is more time for private study, for our sermons, for 
the indoctrination of our people, and for that personal contact with 
the doubting and the tempted and the weak in faith which our own 
beloved Savior employed so advantageously. When the wolves are 
endangering the flock, the shepherd dare not sleep. Just how he must 
meet the wolves depends largely on his own ingenuity and the 
circumstances under which he labors. Only let him watch and pray 
and testify! The rest God will provide as the conscientious minister 
applies himself faithfully and diligently to his holy task. 

In conclusion we may call attention to four “do’s” which Dr. L. 8S. 
Keyser in his helpful little work A System of Christian Evidence 
suggests with regard to the right treatment of doubters. His direc- 
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tions are as follows: “1. Treat them kindly. If you would win some 
to the Christian faith, you must be winsome. 2. If you can, convince 
them by sound reason. Perhaps you can thus remove some of their 
intellectual difficulties. ... Only we must be careful not to usurp 
the office of the Holy Spirit, who alone can regenerate the soul and 
give assurance of truth. 3. Let your dominant motive be to win them 
to the truth. 4. Pray earnestly for doubters.” 

It is well for us to observe these points, for sometimes we easily 
become impatient, as the fruit is slow in ripening. From our Savior’s 
method of spiritual warfare we may learn also the strategy which 
the present new foe of aggressive atheism makes imperative. 

JoHN THEODORE MUELLER. 
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Es ijt ein bemerfenSmwerter und bezeichnender Unterſchied zwiſchen 
biblijher Gefdhichte und Profangeſchichte. Die in der Heiligen Schrift 
enthaltenen Hiſtorien find eo ipso abjolute Wahrheit, wahrend alle Ge— 
ſchichtſchreibung auferhalb der Schrift relative Wahrheit ijt. Und wenn 
in weltliden Schriftſtellern ſich Ergahlungen von Begebniffen finden, 
Die auch in der Schrift enthalten find, fo find diefe nur in dDem Grade 
al8 unbedingte Wahrheit angunehmen, in welchem fie mit dem Sdhrift- 
tert ftimmen. Andererſeits haben alle geſchichtlichen Tatſachen, die ur- 
ſprünglich in einem menſchlichen Geſchichtswerk gu finden waren und 
Dann bon den Verfaſſern der hiſtoriſchen Bücher der Schrift mitauf- 
genommen wurden als ein Teil des infpirierten Textes, eben durch diefe 
Aufnahme den Stempel der vollen Wahrheit erhalten. Dies gilt 3. B. 
bon den betreffenden Epiſoden im „Buch bon den Streiten de3 HErrn”, 
4 Mof. 21,14, im ,Vuch des Frommen”, Yoj.10,12—14, im , Bud 
des Sehers Gad", 1 Chron. 29,29, und bon vielen andern Stellen, 
fonderlid im Alten Teftament. Sodann find aber aud mit den in der 
GHeiligen Schrift aufgegeidneten geſchichtlichen Ereigniſſen befondere, 
bon Gott intendierte Lehren berbunden. Während e3 wahr ijt, dak die 
Wege und Geridte Gotte3 im allgemeinen aud aus der Profangefdidte 
erfannt werden fonnen, fo haben tir doch in begug auf die Schrift die 
ausdriidlide Erflarung Gotte3, daß das, „was gubor gefdjrieben ift, 
uns gur Lehre gefdrieben ijt”, Rim. 15,4, wo das Wort soa eben all- 
gemein genug ijt, famtlidje Teile des Alten Teftament3 miteingu- 
ſchließen, foie das ,alle Schrift, von Gott eingegeben”, 2 Tim. 3, 16, 
woran der Unglaube vergeblich geriittelt hat, denn feine Beweiskraft 
läßt fich eben nicht abjehaden; der Ausdruck xdoa yoayy Bsdavevoros 
fteht gu getwaltig da. 

Diefe Tatſachen treten dem Bibelforſcher mit befonderer Starke 
entgegen in den verhältnismäßig furgen Berichten itber die lebten Könige 
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Judas. über Yofia, den lebten frommen Konig Judas, haben wir 
nocd) je zwei Rapitel in beiden Geſchichtswerken, 2 Kin. und 2 Chron.; 
aber die folgenden vier Rinige, unter denen die Defadeng de3 Südreiches 
ifre Klimax erreichte in dem ganglicen Zuſammenbruch de Yahres 
587, werden in nur gang furgen Abſätzen behandelt. Wenn wir aber 
Die Nachridten der eigentlichen Geſchichtsbücher mit den verſchiedenen 
Weisfagungen der Propheten der damaligen Beit vergleichen, fo fonnen 
tir uns dem Cindruc nicht verfdlieken, daß Gott felber Hier die Lehren 
betont, die er während der Iebten Jahrzehnte de davidijden König— 
reiches jeinem Volfe einzuſchärfen fudte. Die Schrift gibt uns hierüber 
an berfdiedenen Stellen direft Auskunft. Die Hauptitelle ijt 2 Kon. 17, 
two der beilige Schreiber in einem gewaltigen Gummarium den Unter- 
gang Israels fdildert und das Ende Judas wegen derfelben Sünden 
in Ausſicht ftellt: ,Und wenn der HErr begeugte in Bsrael und Juda 
durd alle Propheten und Schauer und liek ihnen fagen: Rehret um 
bon euren böſen Wegen, . . . fo gehorchten fie nicht, fondern harteten 
ihren Macken, wie der Nacken ihrer Vater, die nicht glaubeten an den 
HErrn, ihren Gott. ... Da ward der HErr fehr gornig über JIsrael 
und tat fie bon feinem Angefidt, dak nichts iiberblieb denn der Stamm 
Suda alleine. Dazu hielt auch Juda nicht die Gebote des HErrn, ihres 
Gotte3, und wandelten nad den Gitten Jsraels, die fie getan Hatten. 
Darum verivarf der HErr allen Samen JIsraels und drangete fie und 
gab fie in die Hände der Rauber, bis dak er fie verwarf von feinem 
Angefidt.” B.13.14.18—20. Und aus den bielen Stellen in den 
PBropheten greifen wir nur eine aus dem nachexiliſchen Propheten 
Sadarja heraus, Rap.1,4—6: „Seid nicht wie eure Vater, welchen 
Die borigen Propheten predigten und ſprachen: So jpridt der HErr 
Bebaoth: Kehret euch bon euren böſen Wegen und von eurem böſen 
Xun; aber fie gehordten nicht und achteten nicht auf mich, fpricht der 
HErr. Wo find nun eure Vater und die Propheten? Leben fie auch 
nocd? Iſt's nicht alfo, dak meine Worte und meine Rechte, die ich durch 
meine Knechte, die Propheten, gebot, haben eure Vater getroffen?“ 

Was war nun das Sdidfal der lebten Könige 
Dudas? Was erzählt uns die Schrift an verfdiede- 
nen Stellen bon ifnen? Und welche Lehren werden 
ung in dDiefer Verbindung vorgehalten? 

Wir weifen hier nur gang furg hin auf Joſia, der den lebten 
Anlauf madhte, eine Kirdenreformation in Juda-Jeruſalem zuſtande 
gu bringen. Bgl. 2 Rin. 22 und 23; 2 Chron. 34 und 35. Er war 
acht Jahre alt, als er König wurde, und regierte einunddreigig Jahre 
gu Serujalem, ca. 641—610 b. Chr. Bu feiner Beit waren als Pro- 
pheten tatig Jeremias (bon ca. 627 an), Habakuk (628—622), 
Bephanja (625) und die Prophetin Hulda. Yn feinem Verfuch, eine 
griindlide Reformation ins Werk gu feben, bemiihte er ſich gunadft um 
die Wusbefferung und Reinigung des Tempel3, worauf er dann aber 
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fein Augenmerf auch auf die Ausrottung der Godbengreuel richtete, die 
ſchon gum Teil feit Salomos Beiten beftanden atten. Und endlich 
fiihrte ex die Feier des Paſſahfeſtes wieder ein, fo dak das Urteil des 
HErrn über diefen lebten frommen König lautet: ,,Sein gleiden war 
bor ihm fein König getwejen, der jo bon gangem Herzen, bon ganger 
Geele, bon allen Rraften fid gum HErrn befehrete nach allem Gefeb 
Moſis, und nach ihm fam fein gleichen nicht auf”, 2 Rin. 23,25. Gein 
frither Tod, im Alter von weniger als vierzig Jahren, war die Folge 
feines BVerjuches, die Neutralitat und damit die Unabhangigfeit feines 
fleinen Staates gu twahren. (Giehe den englifden Artikel auf Seite 38 
dieſer Zeitſchrift.) 

Der Nachfolger Joſias war ſein Sohn Joahas, 2 Kon. 23, 
31—33; 2 Chron. 36,1—3, der aber nur drei Monate in Jeruſalem 
regierte (ca. 610 oder 609). Die Bemerfung, dak er tat, was dem 
HErrn iibel gefiel, harafterijiert feine Perjfon und feine Megierung. Es 
ift offenbar, dak Pharao Necho durch feinen Sieg gu Mtegiddo im Tal 
Jesreel Herr de3 Landes Juda geworden twar; denn er griff jebt in 
die Angelegenheiten des Landes ein, weil er mit der Cinjebung diefes 
Königs nicht gufrieden war. Pharao nahm den jungen Konig gefangen, 
und zwar 3u Riblath im Lande Hemath, und brachte ihn nach Ägypten; 
dort ftarb er, wie uns der furge Bericht im atweiten Buch der RKonige 
angibt. Es erfiillte fich damit, was der HErr durd den Propheten 
Jeremias getweisjagt hatte: „Denn fo ſpricht der HErr von Sallum,*) 
dem Sohn Yofias, welder Konig ijt anjtatt feines Vaters Yofia, der von 
diefer Statte hinausgegogen ijt [jedenfallZ bon dem Bug nach Riblath 
geredet]: Gr wird nidt wieder herfommen, fondern muf fterben an 
dem Ort, da er Hin gefangen gefithret ijt, und wird dies Land nicht 
mehr fehen”, Yer. 22,11.12. Und der Prophet Hefefiel fingt in feinem 
Klagelied über den Untergang de3 Königreichs Juda, Rap. 19, 2—4: 
„Warum liegt deine Mutter, die Löwin, unter den Löwinnen und er- 
geucht ihre Jungen unter den jungen Löwen? Derfelbigen eines gog 
fie auf, und ward ein junger Löwe dDraus; der gewöhnte fic, die Leute 
gu reigen und frefjen. Da das die Heiden bon ihm höreten, fingen fie 
ijn in ihren Gruben und fiihreten ihn an Retten in Ägyptenland.“ 
Das alſo war das Ende diefer furgen fonigliden Laufbahn: Ver— 
bannung und Tod im Exil, und gwar deStwegen, weil er nicht auf den 
Wegen de3 HErrn wandelte und, nach der Hefefielftelle, fich als Tyrann 
gebarbete. 

Un Stelle des abgefebten Joahas madte Pharao Necho feinen 
(jedenfallg Glteren) Bruder Cliafim gum Könige iiber Juda und mandte 
feinen Namen Jojakim; das ift der Name, der auch im Geſchlechts⸗ 





*) Der Name Sallum ift nach 1 Chron. 3, 15 jedenfalls der eigentlide Name 
des Sohnes Yofias, fo dak man anjunehmen hat, dak der junge König bei feiner 
Thronbefteigung fic) den Namen Joahas — „Jahve erhalt, erfaßt“ beigelegt habe. 
(Vol. Keils Kommentar gu Yer. 22, 11.) 
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regifter 1 Chron. 3,15 genannt ift. Auch von diefem Könige, der elf 
Jahre (ca. 609—599 v. Chr.) gu Yerufalem regierte, fagt die Schrift, 
dak er tat, was dem HErrn iibel gefiel. Zwei Propheten waren es, die 
damals meisfagten, namlich Yeremias, defjen ernjte Mahniworte immer 
wieder im Winde verhallten, und Daniel, der im dritten Jahre Yojafims 
(ca. 606) nach Babel weggefiihrt wurde. Val. Dan. 1, Uff. Bu den 
verhältnismäßig furgen Nachridten über Yojafim in den hiſtoriſchen 
Viidern, 2 Rin. 23, 34—24, 6; 2 Chron. 36, 5—8, müſſen wir hingu- 
nehmen die gejchidtliden Tatſachen, die wir in verſchiedenen Rapiteln 
des Buches Yeremias’ (Rap. 22,18 f.; 26,1 ff. 21 ff.; 35,1; 36,1 ff.; 
45,1 ff.; 46,2 ff.) und Sefef. 19, 5—9 finden. Dad Bild, das un3 an 
dieſen Stellen bon dem Könige Jojakim gegeidnet wird, ijt nidt gerade 
angenehm. Er bergoR unfduldiges Blut gu Jeruſalem, 2 Kon. 24, 4, 
und madjte fic) fonftiger Greuel fdhuldig, 2 Chron. 36,8. Obgleid gu 
feinen Zeiten der Prophet fich bejonders ernjtlich bemiihte, die War- 
nungen de HErrn auf Herz und Gewiſſen des Kinigs und der Bürger 
bon Jeruſalem eintwirfen gu laffen, Ser. 26,1 ff., auch mit Hinweis auf 
den Gehorjam der Rechabiter, Yer. 35,1 ff., fo machte dod dies alles 
feinen Cindrud auf das harte Herg de3 Tyrannen. Er liek den Pro- 
pheten Uria ermorden, Jer. 26,20—23. Cx berbrannte in offener 
Blasphemie das Manuffript der Weisfagungen Beremias’, aus dem 
Baruch im Hauje de3 HErrn und bor dem Könige gelefen hatte, Yer. 36. 
Er ließ fic) dDurd das Erempel Äghptens nicht gur Vejinnung bringen, 
trobdem die Weisfagung wider diefe Weltmacdht fon im vierten Jahre 
feine3 Königtums ausging, Jer. 46,2 ff. Und fo erfiillte ſich ſchließlich 
an ifm, twas der HErr durch den Propheten Yeremias hatte drohen 
laffen, Rap. 22,18.19: ,Darum fpridt der HErr von Jojakim, dem 
Sohn Joſias, dem Könige Judas: Man wird ihn nicht flagen: Ach 
Gruder, adh Schivefter! Man wird ihn nidt Hagen: Ad Herr, ach 
Edler! Cr foll wie ein Eſel begraben werden, zerſchleift und hinaus- 
getworfen bor die Tore Jeruſalems.“ Und Rap. 36, 30. 31 lefen wir: 
„Darum ſpricht der HErr von Yojafim, dem Könige Judas: Es foll 
feiner bon den Seinen auf dem Stuhl Davids ſitzen, und fein Leichnam 
foll hingeworfen des Tages in der Hike und de3 Nachts in dem Frojt 
Tiegen. Und ich will ifn und feinen Gamen und feine Rnedte heim- 
fuden um ibrer Miffetat millen; und ids twill itber fie und iiber die 
Viirger gu Yerujalem und iiber die in Juda fommen Iafjen alle das 
Ungliid, das ich ihnen geredet habe, und fie doch nicht gehorchen.“ 
Was nun die Strafe Gottes über Yojafim anlangt, fo ergibt fid 
aus der Zujammenftellung der verſchiedenen in Betracht fommenden 
Stellen das folgende Bild. Ym dritten Jahre Jojakims, etwa im Jahre 
606 b. Chr., ein Jahr bor der Entideidungsfdladht gegen die Yghpter - 
bet Rardemijd, Yer. 46, 2, fam Nebufadnegar nad Jeruſalem und 
nabm die Stadt ein. Wei diefer Gelegenheit wurden viele der vor— 
nehmiten Biirger der Stadt gefangen nach Babel gefiihrt, unter ihnen 
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Daniel und feine Freunde, Dan. 1,2. Aber auch der Konig wurde als 
Gefangener nach Babylon geſchleppt, 2 Chron. 36, 6 (in Ketten), wovon 
der Prophet Hefefiel in feinem Klagelied fingt: „Da legten fich die 
Heiden aus allen Landern ring3umber und warfen ein Neb itber ihn 
und fingen ifn in ihren Gruben und ſtießen ihn gebunden in ein Gatter 
und fiihreten ifn gum Könige gu Babel; und man ließ ihn veriwahren, 
dak feine Stimme nicht mehr gehöret würde auf den Bergen JIsraels“, 
Rap. 16, 6—9. 

Was nun die Erfüllung der Weisfagung Yeremias’, Rap. 22, 
18.19 (vgl. 36,30), anlangt, fo ijt folgender Paſſus aus Keils Rom- 
mentar jedenfall3 als ridtige Darftellung angunehmen: „Es wird gwar 
2 Kon. 24,6 ergablt: Jojakim entſchlief mit feinen Vatern, und fein 
Sohn Jojachin ward Konig an jeiner Statt’; aber die Forme! oy 3dv 
vnIx begeidnet nur das Sdeiden aus dem geitlidjen Leben, ohne über 
die Art des Todes etwas ausgufagen.... Bon einem Leichenbegängnis 
und Begräbnis Jojakims ijt in 2 Rin. 24 nichts berichtet, in der Chronifa 
aber nicht einmal fein Tod erwähnt. Da Yojafim fics, nachdem er bei 
der erjten Croberung durd die Chaldäer dem Könige von Babel unter- 
tanig geworden, dret Jahre {pater empörte und Nebufadnegar gegen 
ifn Kriegsſcharen der Chaldaer, Aramaer, Moabiter und Ammoniter 
fandte, jelbjt aber mit feinem Heere erjt nad der Thronbefteigung 
Jojachins vor Jerufalem erjdien und die Stadt belagerte (2 Kin. 24, 
1.2.10), fo ijt Jojakim hidftwahrideinlid in einem Rampfe gegen die 
chaldäiſch⸗ſyriſchen Kriegsſcharen gefallen, bebor Jeruſalem in Belage- 
rung fam, und, teil die Feinde gegen die Stadt felbft vorritcdten, auker- 
halb Serujalem3 unbegraben liegengeblieben.” Damit hatte Gottes 
Strafe aud diefen gottlojen König ereilt. 

Wie der HExrr bon Yojafim geiweisfagt hatte, dah feiner der Seinen 
auf dem Stuble Davids fiben follte, fo gefdhah e3. Zwar trat Sojadin 
das Erbe ſeines Vater3 an, 2 Kin. 24,6; 2 Chron. 36,8. Aber er hatte 
mit der Regierung faum begonnen, da hatte die Herrlichfeit auch ſchon 
ein Ende; denn er regierte nad der genauen Berechnung des Chronijten 
nur drei Monate und gehn Tage, 2 Chron. 36,9; und dabei war er 
fein felbjtanbdiger Herrſcher, fondern ein elender Vafall, wie das aud 
bon feinem Bruder Bidefia galt. Auch von Jojachin weiß die Schrift 
nichts Gutes gu berichten; denn er tat, was dem HErrn iibel gefiel, 
wie fein Vater getan hatte. Vgl. 2 Rin. 24, 6—16; 2 Chron. 36, 9. 10. 
Gein Charafter und fein gange3 Leben miiffen dem HErrn gang be- 
fonders gutvider geweſen fein, Denn es offenbart fich in der Weisfagung 
weremias’ gegen ihn ein Bug groker Bitterfeit: „So wahr ich lebe, 
ſpricht der HErr, wenn Chanja, der Sohn Yojafims, ein GSiegelring 
wäre an meiner redjten Sand, fo wollte id) dich dod abreißen und in 
Die Hande geben derer, die nach deinem Leben ftehen und bor welchen 
du dich fürchteſt, nämlich in die Sande Nebufadnegars, des Königs gu 
Babel, und der Chaldäer. . . . Wie ein elender, verachteter, verſtoßener 
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Mann ijt dod Chanja!l ein untwert Gefagl Ach, wie iſt er doch famt 
feinem Gamen fo bertrieben und in ein unbefannte3 Land geworfen! “ 
Rap. 22, 24—-28. Gerade das Lebtgenannte war das Los dieſes 
Königs nad feiner furgen Regierung, denn er tourde furgerhand nach 
Gabel geholt, wo er geitleben$ in der Verbannung lebte. Jedenfalls 
hat aber Jojachin Bue getan, denn er fand bei Evil Merodach, dem 
Nachfolger Nebufadnegars, Gnade, fo dak er aus dem Rerfer geholt 
wurde und bon der Beit an bon dem chaldäiſchen König bevorgugt wurde, 
fo daß er alletwege bor ihm af und einen beftimmten Teil fiir feinen 
Unterhalt aus dem Scab des Königs erbhielt. Vgl. Yer. 27,20; 29,2; 
2 Rin. 25, 27—30; Ser. 52, 31. 82. 

Wie es fdheint, Hat Bidefia, fein Bruder, den Nebufadnegar an 
feiner Statt zum Könige über Juda und Yerujalem madte, die Leftion 
nicht gelernt, die Gott ifm in dem Schicfal Jojachins vorfiihrte. Aller— 
dings wird feine Regierungszeit als elf Jahre angegeben (ca. 598—587 
b. Chr.), aber es war damals eine jammerlice Wirtſchaft mit der 
Regierung; denn alles war innerlid) morſch und faul, wie ein Baum, 
den nur noch die Rinde aufredthalt, der bei dem erjten Sturm gu Boden 
getworfen wird. Auch er wird mit dem Charafterijtifum abgefertigt: 
„Er tat, was dem HErrn übel gefiel.” Cr war ein ſchwacher Charafter, 
Der fic) wohl hin und wieder den Warnungen Yeremias’ guneigte, aber 
nidt genug Mut hatte, feinen Hoflingen gu twiderfpreden. Geine Ge- 
fdidte findet fid) 2 Rin. 24,17—25,7; 2 Chron. 36,11—20; Ser. 
37—39 und 52. Merfwiirdig ijt, wie oft der HErr während diefer 
Sahre dem Könige und dem Volf Warnungen fandte. Als der Konig 
Bidefia Botſchaft gu Jeremias fandte und des HErrn Rat eingubolen 
fich anjtellte, wurde ihm gang entfdhieden der Rat gegeben, ſich nicht gu 
widerſetzen, Yer.21. Auch die ſymboliſche Handlung mit dem eijernen 
Sod hatte den Zweck, den Konig ernjtlich gu warnen, Yer. 28. Vgl. die 
Weisfagung Yer. 32,1ff.; 34, 1ff. Whnlich mweisfagte auch Hefefiel, 
ſowohl durch direfte Wusfagen wie durch fymbolifde Handlungen. Yn 
Heſek. 12 haben wir die Befdreibung bon der fymbolijden Handlung 
der Auswanderung de3 Propheten. Yn Heſek. 17 haben wir das Gleidh- 
nis bon dem grofen Wdler mit der Anwendung aus Gottes eigenem 
Munde, die in der Wusfage gipfelt, daß der König Bidefia nad Babel 
gebracht werden follte; „da foll er jterben, namlich gu Babel”. In 
Heſek. 24 haben wir die Bilder bon der Berjtirung Yerufalems, durd 
den fiedenden Topf und durch den ſchnellen Tod de Weibes Hefekiels 
abgebildet. 

Qn diefen Weisfagungen findet fich nur ein Wort des Troſtes, 
wenn namlic) der HErr durd den Propheten Yeremia dem Könige 
Bidefia jagen läßt: „Du follft nicht durchs Schwert fterben, fondern du 
follft im Frieden fterben”, Jer. 34,4.5. Wllerdings wurde die an- 
gedrohte Strafe an Bidefia fowie an Buda und Serufalem hinaus- 
gefiihrt; denn die Stadt wurde eingenommen und famt dem Tempel 
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zerſtört, die Kinder Bidefias wurden vor feinen Augen gefdladtet, und 
ihm felbjt wurden die Augen geblendet, ehe man ifn in Retten nad 
Babel bradte, wo er laut der Weisfagung geftorben ijt. 

Die Lehren, die fich aus der Regierung diefes lebten Konig Judas 
ergeben, find in der Schrift furg gufammengefakt 2 Chron. 36, 15. 
16.21: „Und der HErr, ihrer Vater Gott, fandte gu ihnen durch feine 
Goten frithe. Denn er ſchonete feines Volks und feiner Wohnung. Aber 
fie fpotteten der Boten Gottes und veradjteten feine Worte und affeten 
feine Propheten, bis der Grimm de3 HErrn iiber fein Volf wuchs, daß 
fein OSeilen mehr da war,... daf erfiillet wiirde das Wort 
de3 HErrn durd den Mund Yeremias, bi das Land an feinen Sabbaten 
genug hatte.” Damit find die Lehren angegeben, die bis auf dieſen 
Tag nicht gu oft betont werden fonnen. P. ©. Kretzmann. 
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Beobachtungen über das europäiſche Luthertum. 
Bei Gelegenheit der Allgemeinen Ev.-Luth. Konferenz in Aussburg. 


Vom 22. bis zum 25. September 1930 tagte die ſogenannte All— 
gemeine €b.-Luth. Ronfereng in Augsburg. C3 mar zwei Mitgliedern 
unjerer deutſchen Freifirde, Pfarrer Fr. Walther aus Erlangen und 
dem Unterzeichneten, berginnt, der Tagung beiguiwohnen. Da die All— 
gemeine Cb.-Luth. Ronfereng eine Vereinigung der fogenannten Luthe- 
raner in den deutſchen LandeSsfirden, ja über dieſe hinaus auch in den 
ſüdöſtlichen und nördlichen Landern Europas ijt, fo werden Mitteilungen 
dariiber aud) in Amerifa mit Intereſſe gelefen werden. 

über den äußeren Verlauf möchte ich nicht viel Worte verlieren. 
Die Tagung, die al3 Vierhundertjahrfeier des Augsburger Befenntniffes 
durch Gottesdienfte auswartiger Redner in den Augsburger Stadtfirdjen 
am 21. September eingeleitet orden war, war gut befudt. Es diirften 
iiber 500 regelmagige Teilnehmer geweſen fein. Darunter waren viele 
Wuslander, ferner verjchiedene befannte Rirdjenleiter und beriihmte 
Univerfitatsprofefforen. Den Vorſitz hatte, wie feit Jahren, wieder der 
ſächſiſche Landesbiſchof D. Ihmels, der auch die Schluppredigt am Donz 
nerstag hielt, während der bayriſche Kirchenpräſident D. Veit die eigent- 
liche Crdffnungspredigt am Montagabend um 6 Uhr gehalten hatte. 
Das Programm fah neben vielen Vortragen und Anfpracden fotwie 
etlichen Gonderberjammlungen zwei große öffentliche Veranjtaltungen 
in der Stadthalle vor, die bon der Augsburger Bebölkerung außerordent⸗ 
lich zahlreich beſucht waren: einen Begrüßungsabend am Montag und 
eine öffentliche Rundgebung am Mittwoch, die den Gedanken hatte ,,Die 
lutheriſche Kirche in aller Welt”. Bei der lebteren war e3 beſonders 
intereffant, die Wortfiihrer der vertretenen außerdeutſchen Kirchen gu 
hören. Unter diefen madjte auf un3 den beften Eindruck der tſchechiſche 
Biſchof Cobrda-Rugomberof, weil er als Cingiger bon Kämpfen gegen 
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Gleichgiiltigfeit in der Lehre und gegen ReligionSmengerei redete und 
als Grjter und Cingiger die Iutherijdhe Lofung in den Mtund nahm: 
Wein nad der Heiligen Schrift! 

Nun folge unſer Urteil. Wir leugnen nicht, dak es nicht nur hodj- 
interefjant, fondern auch twertvoll fiir un3 tar, als Beobadhter und 
Veridterftatter (nicht etiva al Vertreter, was gegen die Grundfabe 
unferer Kirche getwefen ware) dabeigetwefen gu fein. Bn diefer Welt 
bedeutende Perjinlicdfeiten gu beobachten, hat immer einen gewiſſen 
Wert. Aber auch da, twas dort gefagt wurde, war gum Teil beachtens- 
twert, fand gum Teil auch unfere Buftimmung. Der Vortrag de3 
Generaljuperintendenten D. Zöllner aus Miinjter in Weftfalen über 
die ,Rechtfertigung allein durch den Glauben als Bentralthema der 
Auguſtana und Apologie” ſchlug viele bertwandte Tine an. Die Tagung 
brachte fogar die überraſchung, dak Univerfitatsprofeffor D. Dr. Sſchey⸗ 
Leipgig⸗München in feinem Referat ,, Was läßt fich fitr die Organijation 
Der Kirche aus der Auguftana lernen?” die lutheriſche Lehre von Kirche 
und Amt weſentlich fo bradhte, wie fie D.C. F. W. Walther im lebten 
Jahrhundert wieder auf den Leuchter gejtellt hat, befonder3 in feinem 
fehr twertvollen Suche iiber diefen Gegenjtand. D. Sſchey brach meit- 
gehend mit den in den LandeSsfirden in dieſem Punkt bisher immer 
herrſchend geweſenen Irrlehren, betonte die Verantwortung der wahren 
Chrijten als der geiftlicjen Priefter fiir alles, ihre Medte in der Be- 
rufung de3 Pfarrer3, und dak man den Pajtor bloß fo lange Hiren und 
dulden foll, als er reine Lehre firhrt. Wiles nach der Auguftana. Frei- 
lich machte er Dann nod einen Zuſatz, der gu der Sache in feiner Weife 
paſſen wollte, weil er einen andern Urjprung als Schrift und Auguſtana 
hatte und demgemäß nur gu einer Wusfiihrung iiber den Staat gepaft 
hatte. Diefer Bujak follte das in den LandeSfirdjen gang im Gegenfab 
gu feinen grundlegenden Ausführungen herrjchende, nicht anders als 
papijtifd gu begeidnende Rirdenregiment nod) etwas decken. Die Trag- 
tweite der grundlegenden Ausführungen Ofdeys ging der Verfammlung 
nicht wirklich auf. Der Untergeidhnete ſagte in der Anfprade, die gang 
fret twar, ein ernſtes Wort. Wertvoll war uns ferner der Cinblic in 
die Heutigen fo traurigen fogialen Verhältniſſe Deutſchlands, den die 
dritte Hauptverfammlung gewährte, bon vielem andern, was wertvoll 
twar, beſonders auch in den Gonderverfammlungen, gu ſchweigen. 

Wenn man fic) nun aber fragt: , Warum gehen wir in Amerifa, 
warum gebt ir in Europa mit diefen Lutheranern der Allgemeinen 
€b.-Nuth. Ronfereng nicht zuſammen?“ fo liegt die Antwort in dem 
vielen OSochbetriibliden, twas wir auf diefer Tagung ebenfalls beobachten 
mußten, deutlich genug. Um bei der Lehre von der Redhtfertigung an- 
gufangen, jo war gu erfennen, daß immer nod auf dem Gebiet diefer 
RKirdhen und Kreiſe der Synergismus, dad heißt, die falfde Lehre, dak 
wir nicht allein dDurd Gnade gum Glauben fommen, fondern 
bei der Entftehung de3 Glaubens doch ſelbſt mitwirfen, herrſcht. Damit 





Saw T * F&F FF OULU©€®Y 


Beobachtungen über das europäiſche Luthertum. 103 


wird Gott ſeine Ehre genommen. Sodann würde der ſich ſehr täuſchen, 
der da meinte, es drehe ſich hier, wenigſtens ſoweit Deutſchland in Frage 
kommt, nur um lutheriſche Kirchen. Schon aus der Eröffnungs— 
predigt D. BVeits und ebenfall3 aus feinen Begrüßungsworten ging ber- 
bor, daß man Ddurdaus die allgemein-protejtantifdhe Feier des Jubi— 
läums der Uugsburgifden Konfeffion, die im Juni dort ftatigefunden 
hatte, nicht verfleinert fehen twollte. Damals hat man der Reformierten 
twegen die Veriwerfungen bei der Verlefung der Auguſtana weggelaffen. 
Diesmal wurden in der Schluppredigt D. Ihmels' etlide Verwerfungs- 
fabe berlefen. Man fann eben beide3 tun. Man nimmt Gottes Wort 
nicht fo ernjt, daß man wirklich Sefenntnisfirden haben will. So wird 
denn auch auf einer folden Tagung fein Wort gegen die preukifde 
Union, gu der viele Führer der Konfereng felbjt gehören, geſagt. Selbſt 
gegen die Duldung der Leugner aller chriſtlichen Grundwahrheiten als 
Paſtoren in allen diefen LandeSfirden fein Wort! Und auch gegen 
Rom fein ernjte3 Wort, im Gegenteil, freundlide Worte fiir Roml! 
Dies alles hangt vornehmlich mit der Stellung gur Schrift gujammen. 
Wie wir fdon erwähnten, war der tſchechiſche Biſchof der eingige, der 
das alte lutheriſche Loſungswort Sola Scriptura! in ſeinen Mund nahm. 
Das war fehr auffallig — und doch wieder nidt. Iſt e3 dod niemand 
anders als der Vorfiber der Konferenz, Landesbiſchof D. Ihmels ſelbſt, 
der je und je betont hat, man dürfe die Bibel und Gottes Wort nicht 
gleichſetzen; die Heilige Schrift fei nicht Gottes Wort, ſondern ent - 
Halte nur Gottes Wort. So ftehen alle; ob irgendein Dorfpajtor, 
unter Hunderten einer, einmal anders jteht, fpielt fiir die Sffentlichfeit 
und fiir unſer Urteil iiberhaupt feine Rolle mehr. Aufs tiefjte nieder- 
drückend war demgemäß am Mittwochvormittag der Ronfereng die 
„Ausſprache iiber die theologijdhe Lage”. Hier war fein eingiger 
Schrifttheolog gu bernehmen. Lauter Vernunfttheologen! CErfahrungs- 
theologen nennen fie ſich. Dagu find fie fo verwirrt, dak fie nicht ein- 
mal merfen, in welchem Gegenfab fie gu dem, was Gottes Wort fordert, 
und gu Luther, nach dem fie fich doch nennen wollen, ftehen. 

Der Heiland fagt felbjt Yoh. 10, 35: ,,.Die Schrift fann doch nicht 
gebrodjen twerden”, und Luther hat jede andere Wutoritat über Bord 
geworfen und alle Lehre allein auf die Geilige Schrift gegriindet, die 
ifm Gottes Wort war, nicht bloß enthielt. Cr fdreibt: „Du 
follft alfo mit der Schrift handeln, daß du denfft, wie es Gott ſelbſt 
redet.” Ferner: ,Die Schrift hat noch nie geirret.” 

Mit tiefem BVedauern muften wir deshalb auch wieder feſtſtellen, 
daß man diefen Theologen trok ihrer oft guien Meinung nicht wirklich 
trauen darf. Ich möchte hier nicht weiter darauf eingehen, wie mande 
der Wortfiihrer gu der wahren ewigen Gottheit JEſu Chrifti, gu feiner 
ftellvertretenden Genugtuung und gu andern Grundlehren eine fer 
bedenflide Stellung einnehmen. Der Unterfchied zwiſchen diefer landes- 
firdliden lutheriſchen Theologie und der allgemeinen pofitiven (in 
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Amerifa fagt man: fundamentalijtifden) Theologie ijt nur ein Grad- 
unterfdied, wie aud) der Unterfdhied zwiſchen der pofitiven und der 
liberalen (in Wmerifa fagt man: moderniſtiſchen) Theologie nur ein 
Gradunterjdied ijt. Das fahen wir auch wieder in Augsburg. Treue 
lutheriſche Sehrifitheologie aber unterfdeidet fich von dieſem Klugſein 
iiber Gotte3 Wort hinaus und gegen Gottes Wort nicht bloß ftufen- 
magig, fondern weſentlich. Wir bleiben bei 1 Petr. 4,11: „So jemand 
redet, Dak er’3 rede al8 Gottes Wort.” Und unſer Glaube foll beftehen 
„nicht auf Menfdentweisheit, fondern auf Gottes Kraft”, 1 Kor. 2, 5. 

Das landeskirchliche Luthertum ijt von den verfehrten Wegen des 
letzten Jahrhunderts nicht umgefehrt. Alle Erſchütterungen der lesten 
Sabre, alle Sturmgeicjen der Beit, aud) das Jubiläum de3 RKleinen 
RKatehismus und der Augsburgifden Konfeffion, find im entſcheidenden 
Punkte bis jebt vergeblid) geblieben. Darüber ditrfen wir un3 nicht 
taufden. Das wahre Luthertum ijt in Curopa im großen und gangen 
auggejtorben. Die fleinen Minderheitsfirdhen in außerdeutſchen Ge- 
bieten find noch die bejten; aber ihre Führer laffen fich von dem Schein 
der deutſchen Univerfitatstheologie immer noch betriigen. Selbſt die 
Greslauer lutheriſche Freifirde und alles, was mit ihr verbiindet ijt, 
läßt fic) weiter betriigen. Und auch das amerifanifde Luthertum 
außerhalb der Synodalfonfereng wird durch die Vereinigte Lutherifde 
Kirche und Dr. Morehead bon New York, der auch antwefend war, immer 
mehr in diefen Strom hineingegogen.*) 

Wus dem iiber die Wigemeine Cv.-Luth. Ronfereng Gefagten fann 
ſich der Lefer ſelbſt ſeine Sebliiffe auf den fogenannten Qutherifden 
Weltfonvent machen; denn die makgebenden Leute und die gange 
Art ijt diefelbe. Ya, wenn alle Veteiligten ſich einmal ehrlid an den 
Tiſch feben twollten und, ohne gu fordern, daß man fie bon vornherein 
alg treue Lutheraner anerfennt, fich itber die Lehre nad Schrift und 





*) Wir finnen hier eine Unmerfung nist unterdriiden, die wir fiir widtig 
balten. Wuf der Tagung der Allgemeinen Ev.-Luth. Konferenz wurden von zwei 
Seiten wieder die verfehrten Zahlen, die man aud) in amerifanifd-lutherifden 
Blättern öfters lieft, vorgetragen. Danach beziffert man das Weltluthertum auf 
80,000,000 und das amerikaniſche Luthertum auf 20,000,000. Die legtgenannte 
Zahl erreiht man, indem man die vom amerifanijdhen Zenſus angegebene Zahl 
mit 5 multiplizgiert — eine fehr gewagte, durchaus unjuberliffige Berednung. 
Aber nun auc ein Wort iiber die Begriindung diefeS merfwiirdigen Verfahrens 
und damit auch über die Unguderliffifeit der itbrigen Bablen. Die Begriindung 
ift nämlich die, Dak bei den europäiſchen Zahlen der größte Teil Leute feien, die 
nicht in Die Rirdhe gehen. Die etwa 60,000,000 europäiſchen Lutheraner exiftieren 
nur auf dem Papier, ja nist einmal da. Denn man muß dann ſchon die ganze 
preußiſche LanbdeSfirde alS einen Hauptbeftandteil mitrednen, und die ift nicht 
einmal dem Namen nad lutherifdh. Ferner musk man fo giemlid alle Kom— 
muniften und Bolfdhewiften in den betreffenden Staaten und Ländern, überhaupt 
die ganze offenbar gottlofe Bevilferung mitzählen. Denn Hier ift ja fo gut wie 
niemand aus der Kirche förmlich ausgetreten. 
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Bekenntnis unterhalten und fich ihre Yrrtiimer vorhalten laſſen wollten. 
Wher daran denft man nicht. Nicht einmal die gemeinfame Grundlage, 
dak man die Schrift als Gottes Wort anerfennt, ware vorhanden. 
Deshalb bedeutet der Weltfonvent nichts andereS und wird nichts 
anderes bedeuten als ſündlichen Unionismus. 

Wir beten: HErr, erbarme did der Leute auf Erden auch in 
dieſer [ebten Zeit und gib deinen Knechten Gnade, trog ihrer taufend- 
faltigen Untwiirdigfeit dein reine3 Wort in Demut und mit Feftigfeit 
weiter gu begeugen! Wir beten aber auch: „Ach Gott, e3 geht gar 
übel gu, auf diefer Crd’ ift feine Ruh’.” Law doch deinen lieben 
Jüngſten Tag bald fommen! W. Of gh. 
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The Last Twenty-Five Years of Peter’s Life. 


The reason for putting the topic in this form is obvious. It 
refers, as a matter of course, to the years 42—67 A. D., during which, 
according to belief in Roman Catholic circles, Peter, the “Prince of 
the Apostles,” was bishop of the congregation at Rome and inciden- 
tally the first Pope. The situation with regard to the Romish claims 
is well set forth by Shotwell (in Shotwell and Loomis, The See of 
Peter, XXIII) as follows: “With reference to the Petrine doc- 
trine .. . the Catholic attitude is much more than a ‘predisposition 
to believe.’ That doctrine is the fundamental basis of the whole papal 
structure. It may be summed up in three main claims. They are: 
first, that Peter was appointed by Christ to be His chief represen- 
tative and successor and the head of His Church; second, that Peter 
went to Rome and founded the bishopric there; third, that his suc- 
cessors succeeded to his prerogatives and to all the authority implied 
thereby. In dealing with these claims, we are passing along the 
border-line between history and dogmatic theology. The primacy of 
Peter and his appointment by Christ to succeed Him as head of the 
Church are accepted by the Catholic Church as the indubitable word 
of the inspired Gospel in its only possible meaning. That Peter went 
to Rome and founded there his see is just as definitely what is termed 
in Catholic theology a dogmatic fact. This has been defined by an 
eminent Catholic theologian as ‘historical fact so intimately con- 
nected with some great Catholic truths that it would be believed even 
if time and accident had destroyed all the original evidence therefor.’ 
In this sense [so Shotwell continues] it may be said that Catholics 
accept the presence of Peter at Rome, on faith. But they assert at 
the same time that faith is really not called upon, since the evidence 
satisfactorily establishes the event as an historical fact.” }) 





1) According to the recent book by Gilbert Bagnani, Rome and the 
Papacy, the dogma of the Papacy is a belief resting on the authority of the 
Church, independently of historical evidence. 
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Let us pause here to remark: It is evident from the paragraph 
just quoted that the author holds no brief for the traditional view, 
that he has no sympathy for its origin and later ramifications, but 
that his interest, on the contrary, is that of an objective searcher for 
the truth, so far as it may be ascertained. His paragraph, on the 
whole, gives the status quo of the Catholic position as such, even if 
individual Catholic historians have discredited the papal claims on 
a historical basis. 

The questions which concern us in this short study are these: 
What do we know about the last twenty-five years of Peter’s life? 
Was Peter ever bishop of the Roman congregation? May we concede 
that he visited Rome or was brought there at any time between 
42 and 67? What about his alleged martyrdom in Rome? Let us 
state at once that we are not here concerned with the doctrinal proofs 
against the primacy of Peter; we are merely interested in finding 
whether there is some nucleus of truth in the information which is 
commonly dispensed. 

A peculiar feature of the situation is the rather vehement attempt 
on the part of Protestant writers to disprove the Romish claims in 
toto. Luther’s interest in objecting to the claims of Rome was to 
show the utter insufficiency of their alleged proof for the primacy of 
Peter. This was also the main point in the attempts of later Lutheran 
writers. But since Baur of Tuebingen presented his chief objections 
to the traditional Romish view about Peter’s residence in Rome, his 
arguments have been repeated in various forms to this day, undoubt- 
edly in good faith. But no one will deny the danger connected with 
a procedure which seems to begin with a thesis and, consciously or 
unconsciously, presents only such material as supports the contention 
of the thesis. After all, it is not necessary to state that Peter never 
was in Rome if our purpose is merely to show that the claims regard- 
ing his episcopacy and primacy are unfounded. 

Let us take up the Petrine tradition as it is summarized chiefly 
by Shotwell and Loomis, since these two authors have gathered all 
the evidence extant in primary and secondary sources. In the so- 
called First Epistle to the Corinthians, ascribed to Clement of Rome 
and certainly to be dated before the end of the first century, we have 
the following passage (chap. 5; Loeb, The Apostolic Fathers, I, 
16—18): “There was Peter, who by reason of unrighteous envy en- 
dured not one or two, but many trials, and so, having borne his 
testimony, he passed to his appointed place of glory. Amid envy and 
strife, Paul pointed out the way to the prize of patient endurance. 
After he had been seven times in bonds, been driven into exile, been 
stoned, been a herald in the East and the West, he won noble re- 
nown for his faith, for he taught righteousness unto the whole world 
and reached the farthest bounds of the West and bore his testi- 
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mony before the rulers; thus he departed from the world and passed 
unto the Holy Place, having set an illustrious pattern of patient 
endurance.” 

It has been stated: “Not a word about Peter in Rome.” But the 
argumentum e silentio may in this case prove a boomerang, for it 
would apply in equal measure to Paul, of whom we know that he 
was in Rome. 

In the Ascension of Isaiah, a document of 75 to 100 A. D. (quoted 
by Shotwell, 71), we find the statement: “He himself, even this king, 
shall persecute the plant which the twelve apostles of the Beloved 
shall plant, and one of the Twelve shall be delivered into his hands.” 
This has been taken as “the most ancient of surviving testimonies as 
to the manner of Peter’s death” (Shotwell). — Ignatius of Antioch, 
in his Letter to the Romans (Lake, Apostolic Fathers, I, 230), ad- 
dresses himself to the Christians of the capital: “I do not command 
you as Peter and Paul did. They were apostles; I am a convict. 
They were free; I am a slave to this very hour.” Even if Ignatius 
addresses the Ephesians and the Trallians in almost the same words, 
the argument from silence concerning Rome would hardly hold here; 
on the contrary, the Christians of Rome are admonished like those 
of Ephesus and Tralles, who had likewise heard Paul (and Peter).?) 
The silence of the writers concerning the city may simply indicate 
that neither the primacy nor even the episcopacy of Peter was thought 
of in those days. But it surely cannot be asserted that the name of 
Peter was never associated with Rome before the year 150 A. D. 

It may now simply be noted in passing that Papias of Hierapolis 
(fl. ca. 120) held the view of Peter’s activity in Rome, that Dionysius 
of Corinth (ca. 170), in writing to the Romans, makes the statement: 
“You have thus by this admonition bound together the plantings of 
Peter and Paul at Rome and at Corinth; for they both alike planted 
in our Corinth and taught us, and both alike taught together in Italy 
and suffered martyrdom at the same time” (quoted by Eusebius, Hist. 
Eccl., II, 25), and that Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria, Tertullian, 
and others accepted the statement of Peter’s having been in Rome. 

So strong is the nucleus of evidence in the traditional account 
that Shotwell (J. c., XXIII, 74) is constrained to remark: “Since, in 
the nature of things, a tradition is never contemporary evidence, the 
determination of its value must depend upon verification through 
other sources. Undoubtedly the tendency to reject tradition went too 





2) There is no reference to Peter in either Ephesians or Trallians, in 
the version of the Ignatian letters as now accepted. But it is interesting 
to note that the longer version, which cannot be much later than the first 
quarter of the second century, has, in the Hpistle to the Trallians, 
chap. VII, a passage stating that Anencletus and Linus acted as deacons 
to Peter. (See Apost. Fathers, ed. by Coxe, I, 69.) 
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far in the nineteenth century. It is now generally agreed that tradi- 
tion, while losing or distorting the details, very commonly embodies 
some historical elements. ... It seems to show that at the opening 
of the second century Peter was connected with the community at 
Rome in the minds of prominent Christians of Asia Minor.” No 
matter, then, whether later writers were clearly not justified in making 
the most of indefinite traditional accounts in the interest of estab- 
lishing the Petrine episcopacy and primacy, we may not go to the 
opposite extreme in using the argument from silence, since this must 
yield in even this domain. It is more than likely that there was no 
need for stressing the connection of Peter with Rome, since this was 
generally accepted as a fact. 


Other extraneous material which cannot be ignored is that found 
in apocryphal writings of the second, third, and fourth centuries. 
The embellishments of the stories may indeed be inventions, often 
strongly permeated with superstition, but there is almost invariably 
a nucleus of truth which can be discerned without difficulty, especially 
if the various apocryphal writings originated in widely separated 
communities. There are the Actus Petri cum Simone (ca. 180—220), 
in which the alleged conflict between the Apostle Peter and Simon 
Magus is pictured, containing also the Domine, quo vadis? episode; 
the Didascalia Apostolorum (third century), not to be confused with 
the Didache ton Dodeka of the beginning of the second century, in 
which Peter is himself represented as giving a report on the heresy of 
Simon in Rome; the pseudo-Clement Letter to James (third cen- 
tury), in which there is a reference to Peter’s coming to Rome and 
the last incidents of his life; the Recognitiones, ascribed to Clement 
(third century), in which the coming of Peter to Rome forms a large 
part of the story; the Martyrium Sanctorum Apostolorum Petri et 
Pauli (fourth century), which gives a long account of the alleged trial 
and death of the two apostles; and the Acta Petri et Pauli (fourth 
century), which shows many strange accretions, indicating a great 
distance from the source. But the nucleus of all these stories is the 
same and may therefore, according to the psychology of traditions, 
be accepted as essentially true, namely, that both Peter and Paul were 
in Rome toward the end of their lives and that they suffered martyr- 
dom in the capital of the Roman Empire.) 

And yet another field of extraneous material must be touched 
upon, namely, that of Christian archeology, particularly that of nu- 
mismatics and epigraphy. Here gilded glasses and bronze busts of 
the Apostles Paul and Peter are especially interesting, since some of 
them are of acknowledged antiquity. Concerning these even Bennett 





3) For further references and discussions in this field see Shotwell and 
Loomis, 1. c., 135, note; also James, The Apocryphal New Testament. 
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(Christian Archeology, 118 f.) concedes that some of them may go 
back to the third century. But Cobern (New Archeological Dis- 
coveries, 520), who has followed the work of the recent Italian arche- 
ologists with every indication of objective scholarship, writes: “An- 
other even more certain ancient relic commemorating the two great 
apostles are the gilded glasses, dating from the second half of the 
second and the beginning of the third century, on many of which 
pictures of Peter and Paul are executed on the flat bottom in gold 
leaf. Out of 340 of these glasses published by Garucci these pictures 
are found on eighty. They also contained such mottoes as, ‘Mayest 
thou live long!’; ‘A mark of friendship’; ‘Life and happiness to thee 
and thine.’ These were evidently gifts for festival occasions, and 
Marucchi believes, since there is a uniformity of type in the pictures, 
that they have originated from real portrait pictures.” 4) 

Cobern and Bennett write from the Protestant viewpoint, but it 
is significant that Kaufmann (Christliche Archaeologie, 388), writing 
from the Roman Catholic viewpoint, makes his statement in the same 
objective fashion: “Hervorragende Beispiele dieser Art verdanken 
wir der plastischen Kunst, welche unzweifelhaft einen neuen Anstosz 
zur Portraetierung Petri und Pauli gegeben hat. Es wird zufaellig 
sein, wenn im roemischen Denkmaelermaterial Petrus zuerst auf den 
Fresken erscheint.... Die Sicherheit, mit welcher der traditionelle 
Typus auftritt und alle Schwankungen ueberwindet, welche sich aus 
dem Verlassen des Idealbildes und der Aufnahme des realen ergeben, 
laeszt im Verein mit den zeitgenoessischen literarischen Hinweisen 
auf Apostelportraets keinen Zweifel, dasz er an authentische Vorlagen 
anknuepft, mithin sich vom apostolischen Zeitalter herauf vererbte. 
An der Spitze der einschlaegigen Denkmaeler steht der . . . Bronze- 
diskus, dessen technische Behandlung einer Datierung ins Zeitalter 
der Antonine, wie sie de Rossi ansetzt, nicht widerspricht.” That 
would place the disk shortly after the middle of the second century. 
It was found in the catacombs of St. Agnes. In evaluating this and 
similar evidence, one is inclined to agree with the (Protestant) his- 
torian Foakes-Jackson, who, in referring to this and other epigraph- 
ical evidence, especially from the catacombs, makes the statement: 
“One is prepared to accept as final the statement: ‘For the arche- 
ologist the presence and execution of SS. Peter and Paul in Rome are 





4) Illustrations of such gilded glasses are given by Bennett on Plate I, 
and his remark in that connection is most interesting: “With the excep- 
tion of a very few of late origin there is in these gilded glasses no intima- 
tion of any preeminence of Peter over Paul. In some instances where these 
apostles are associated with Christ on the same glass, Paul had the place 
of honor; in others Peter is at the right hand of Christ, thus showing 
that the primacy of either would not once be suggested by the pictorial 
representations.” 
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facts established beyond a shadow of doubt by purely monumental 
evidence.’” (Peter, Prince of the Apostles, 162.) 

But what about this cumulative evidence in the face of the 
alleged silence of Scriptures or the reference to “Babylon” as a clue 
to the residence of Peter in the last years of his life? Is the New 
Testament really dead against Peter’s being in Rome at any time? 
Let us examine the positive evidence, especially that from Scripture. 

We know, of course, that Peter was in Jerusalem in the year 
80 A. D., the year of the formal organization of the Christian Church 
on the great day of Pentecost. He was there for some time, according 
to Acts 8—8, for at least a year and a half or two years, or till after 
the murder of Stephen. He was there in the year 35/6; for Saul 
visited him three years after his conversion, after his sojourn in 
Arabia, and abode with him fifteen days, Gal.1,17.18. Shortly after 
Saul left for Tarsus, Peter was busy with missionary work in Western 
Judea, in Lydda, Saron, Joppa, and Caesarea, Acts 9, 32 ff.; chap. 10. 
He was again in Jerusalem about the year 37 or somewhat later, Acts 
11,2 ff. That there was no indication of a primacy or even of a supe- 
rior position on the part of Peter at that time is evident from the 
fact that some of the members of the congregation at Jerusalem “con- 
tended with him,” calling him to task for his ignoring of the rules of 
Levitical purity. When Saul was brought back to Antioch, about 
43/4, he remained there for at least a year before he and Barnabas 
made the trip up to Jerusalem with the relief for the brethren, Acts 
11, 22—30. Now, although Peter evidently was in Jerusalem about 
this time, it is interesting to note that Saul and Barnabas did not 
report to him, but to the elders of the congregation, Acts 11, 30. 
About that time, in the year 44, Peter was still in Jerusalem, for he 
was imprisoned after the death of James, the brother of John, only 
to be set at liberty by an angel, Acts 12,5—17. This was shortly 
before the death of Herod AgrippalI, which occurred in thé year 44. 

The comprehensive account which the Book of Acts gives con- 
cerning the activity of Peter closes with chapter 12, and it is clear, 
even at this point, that the alleged presence of Peter in Rome as 
early as 42 is not in keeping with historical truth. It may well be 
assumed, however, on the basis of the address of First Peter, that 
he employed the next years in doing mission-work in Northern Asia 
Minor, in the provinces of Pontus, Galatia (the northern part), Cap- 
padocia, Asia (the proconsular province, its northern part), and 
Bithynia. This would also account for the fact that Paul, a few 
years later, was hindered from doing mission-work in these provinces. 
We next list the episode of Gal. 2,11 ff., since that best agrees with 
Acts 15,1. That Peter accepted the reproof of Paul upon this occa- 
sion appears from his conduct at the meeting at Jerusalem. Since 
we now know the time of Paul’s entrance into Corinth on his second 
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missionary journey (see the Gallio inscription and the comment 
thereon in Barton, Archeology and the Bible, 489 f.), we are able also 
to give the time of this meeting, namely, the year 49. That Peter 
had now returned to Jerusalem is plainly stated in Acts 15,7 ff. and 
Gal. 2,9.10. This takes seven more years away from the papal claim 
concerning the twenty-five years of Peter’s bishopric in Rome. 

Beyond this year we have no historical knowledge of Peter in any 
New Testament passage. There are incidental references, of course, 
as when Paul, in 1 Cor. 9,5, asks the question: “Have we not power 
to lead about a sister [as] a wife as well as other apostles and as the 
brethren of the Lord and Cephas?” The final reference is that of 
1 Pet. 5,18, which has caused so much contention, since it states: 
“The church that is at Babylon, elected together with you, saluteth you, 
and so doth Marcus, my son.” This, in the opinion of the anti-Petrine 
scholars, clinches the matter, for it seems to show that Peter spent 
the last years of his life in some Babylon, preferably that in the Far 
East. But the matter is not quite so self-evident and simple, as we 
shall presently see. For the present we quote only the rather dry 
and objective remark of Meusel (sub voce “Babylon”): “Babylon in 
1 Petr. 5,13 wird entweder buchstaeblich von dem alten Babylon am 
Euphrat oder von Babylon in Aegypten oder von Neu-Babylon (Se- 
leucia am Tigris) verstanden oder am besten, da ueber einen Auf- 
enthalt des Petrus am Euphrat sonst gar keine Andeutung vorliegt, 
als symbolische Bezeichnung fuer Rom gedeutet, was seine Analogie 
ja auch in der Apokalypse hat (14,8; 16,19 u. oe.)” Are Meusel and 
his coworkers steeped in a dead traditionalism ? 

Let us approach our problem from another angle, one suggested by 
the reference in 1 Pet. 5,13 to “Marcus, my son.” Acts 12, 12 tells us 
that Peter was well acquainted with the mother of John Mark, or 
Marcus, in whose home the congregation met for the great prayer- 
meeting on the night of Peter’s deliverance from prison. That John 
Mark was himself in Jerusalem at that time, in the year 44, appears 
from Acts 12,25, since Barnabas and Saul, upon their return from 
Jerusalem, when they brought the relief for the brethren, took with 
them John whose surname was Mark. Mark was an dveyids to Bar- 
nabas, a “cousin germane,” as the dictionaries have it, which may 
mean first cousin, but it may also mean that Mary, the mother of 
Mark, was a sister to Barnabas. It is clear that Peter, during his 
ministry at Jerusalem, came into close spiritual touch with Mark, 
and that the intimacy was later renewed after the young man had 
earned his spurs in the work of the Lord. 

This intimacy is brought out in a most interesting way in con- 
nection with the Gospel of Mark. This gospel, as the leading text- 
books in New Testament Introduction (Appel, Barth, Feine, Fuer- 
bringer, Zahn, ete.) bring out, shows a certain dependence upon 
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Peter. Justin Martyr, in his Dialog with Trypho, calls the Gospel of 
Mark the “memoirs of Peter.” Papias calls Mark the égounvevere 
of Peter, not in the sense of an amanuensis, but in the sense of one 
transmitting information which he has received, so that certain fea- 
tures of the original form are still clearly discernible. Similar state- 
ments are made by Irenaeus (Adv. Haer., ITI, 1,1), Clemens Alexan- 
drinus (Hypotyp.), his third reference reading in Latin (ad 1 Pet. 
5,18): Marcus, Petri sectator, praedicante Petro evangelium palam 
Romae coram quibusdam Caesareanis equitibus et multa Christi testi- 
monia proferente, petitus ab eis, ut possent quae dicebantur memoriae 
commendare, scripsit ex his, quae Petro dicta sunt, evangelium, quod 
secundum Marcum vocitatur. 

But while the Gospel according to St. Mark is associated with 
Peter, it is likewise associated, on the basis of internal reasons, with 
the West, with that part of the Roman Empire in which Latin was 
the speech at least of the common people, where one might expect 
Latinisms in a Greek document. Robertson says of this phenomenon: 
“There are a few more Latin words in Mark than in the other gospels, 
but this is certainly only natural if he was in Rome. They are all 
political, military, or monetary words, just the ones that would per- 
meate the current Greek. So we find denarius (Mark 6, 37), cen- 
turion (15, 39. 44), quadrans (12, 42), pallet, or camp-bed (2, 4. 9.11), 
legion (5, 9.15), sextarius, or wooden pitcher for measuring liquids 
(7,4. 8), spy, or scout, speculator (6,27).” (Studies in Mark’s Gos- 
pel, 127.) Prof. Fritz Barth of Berne writes in his Hinlettung 
(p. 182): “Die vielen lateinischen Woerter, welche in dem Griechisch 
dieses Verfassers vorkommen, ... haben auf die Vermutung gefuehrt, 
dasz das zweite Evangelium in lateinischem Sprachgebiet entstanden 
sei, und speziell fuer Rom scheint zussprechen, dasz 15,21 ein Rufus 
als bekannte Person vorausgesetzt wird, welcher vielleicht identisch 
ist mit ‘Rufus, dem Auserwaehlten im Herrn’, Roem. 16,13; die von 
Paulus erwaehnte Mutter desselben waere dann die Gattin des Simon 
von Kyrene gewesen.” One conclusion seems warranted on the basis 
of internal evidence, namely, that Mark, while associated with Peter, 
was also associated with Rome. 


But Mark’s relation to the Apostle Paul rests upon an even more 
solid basis. That he was the servant of Saul and Barnabas, with 
whom he had made the journey from Jerusalem to Antioch, Acts 
12, 25, appears from Acts 13,5. But this first venture of the young 
man into the field of foreign mission work was evidently too much for 
his untried soul, and we are told of his defection in Acts 13, 13: 
“John, departing from them, returned to Jerusalem.” That this was 
really a serious matter, at least in the eyes of Paul, is seen from Acts 
15, 88 f., since Paul refused “to take him with them who departed 
from them from Pamphylia and went not with them to the work.” 
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But Mark made good the mistake of his early manhood. In the fifteen 
years between 47 and 62 he became a valued worker in the Church. 
When Paul, during his first captivity in Rome, about the year 62, 
wrote to the Colossians, he included the following recommendation: 
“Aristarchus, my fellow-prisoner saluteth you, and Marcus, sister’s 
son to Barnabas, (touching whom ye received commandments; if he 
come unto you, receive him),” Col. 4,10. And somewhat later, during 
the same captivity, he wrote to Philemon, including in his letter 
greetings also from Marcus, his fellow-laborer, v.24. Approximately 
five years later, during the second captivity of the apostle in Rome, he 
wrote to Timothy, then at Ephesus: “Take Mark and bring him with 
thee, for he is profitable to me for the ministry,” 2 Tim.4,11. So 
Mark was evidently still in the neighborhood of Ephesus, probably in 
Colossae, where he had gone about the year 68. Had he, in the mean 
time, made a journey to the Far East in order to be with Peter, when 
the latter wrote his First Epistle General? It is possible, yes; but 
probable? Decidedly no. 


To complete this sketch, it will now be necessary to give at least 
an outline of the history of the Roman congregation in the first 
decades of its existence and the relation of Paul (and possibly Peter) 
to this church. Even if we refuse to associate the founding of this 
congregation with the reference to the strangers of Rome present at 
the first Pentecost, we cannot deny the rapid spread of the Gospel 
which set in after the persecution following the murder of Stephen, 
Acts 11,19—21. There must have been a congregation of Christians 
at Rome in the early forties, for by the year 49 its missionary fervor 
had stirred up some trouble, which resulted in the expulsion, in an 
altogether indiscriminate manner, of all the Jews of Rome, Acts 18, 2. 
The date of this expulsion is brought out on the basis of Orosius and 
Suetonius, the latter remarking, in his Annales (Claud. 25): “Judeaos 
impulsore Chresto assidue tumultuantes Roma expulit.” This is con- 
firmed also by Dio Cassius and other early witnesses. But after the 
death of Claudius, in the year 54, the decree was no longer in force, 
and not only the Jews, but also the Jewish Christians quickly found 
their way back to the capital. An instance of such a return is that 
of Aquila and Priscilla. About the year 56 they were still in Ephesus, 
having placed their house at the disposal of the congregation, 1 Cor. 
16,19, but early in 58 they were back in Rome, for Paul greets both 
them and the church that is in their house, Rom. 16,3—5. By this 
time also the congregation had grown strongly in Gentile members, 
as the letter clearly shows. At this time no apostle had as yet served 
the congregation; for this follows from Paul’s well-known statement 
in Rom. 15, 20, about not building upon another man’s foundation. 
Cp. 2 Cor. 10, 15. 16. — It was in the spring of the year 61 that Paul 
came to Rome as a prisoner who had appealed to the highest court of 
8 
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the Roman Empire. But, although the Christians of Rome and its 
suburbs honored the apostle by coming out to meet him as far as 
Appii Forum and the Three Taverns, there is no evidence that Paul 
ever assumed the bishopric of Rome. Certain it is that we cannot 
place Peter in the city at this time. Paul confined himself chiefly to 
home mission work and to teaching until, after two years, he received 
his release, evidently leaving the city as soon as possible, as his state- 
ments to Philemon and other correspondents would lead us to 
believe.5) 

The following points may now be said to stand out clearly: Mark 
was associated with Peter in person; Mark was associated with Peter 
in the writing of his gospel. But this gospel was associated with 
Rome; hence Peter may well be said to be associated with Rome in 
his connection with Mark. The conclusion is given additional weight 
by the fact that Mark was definitely associated with Paul in Rome, 
in 62/8 and in 67 A.D. There is nothing to hinder the conclusion 
that Peter may well have been in Rome between 63 and 67. 

And this introduces the final factor in the argument. In July 
of the year 64, about a year after Paul’s release from his first cap- 
tivity, a terrible fire swept the city of Rome. The result is well 
known. The Christians were blamed for the outbreak of the confla- 
gration, and Nero staged the first persecution of the Nazarenes, the 
details of which are given not only by Suetonius and Tacitus, but 
also by Martial and Juvenal and by later writers. This persecution 
of Nero, commonly believed to have been entirely local, obviously 
went beyond the confines of Rome and even of Italy, at least in 
a sporadic fashion, as the various references in the First Epistle of 
Peter and the Letter to the Hebrews indicate. It was during the 
aftermath of this persecution that Paul was arrested and taken to 
Rome. And it is more than probable, it has the support of the best 
internal evidence, not to speak of the extraneous material listed above, 
that Peter also was arrested, wherever he may have been, in 65, even 
if he had not come to Rome as early as 63 or 64, an assumption which 
would connect him somewhat more closely with the congregation in 
the capital. This, then, may well be the conclusion of an unbiased 
study of all source material, including everything that Scripture 
offers: Peter never was bishop of Rome, least of all did he claim the 
primacy, and the claim of a twenty-five-year residence is utterly 
without foundation. But the authentic information, as offered above, 
will certainly warrant the conclusion that Peter may well have come 
to Rome after the year 68, if only as a captive in the aftermath of 





5) For a short history of the congregation at Rome see Iversen, The 
Roman Congregation at the Time of Paul; Edmundson, The Christians in 
Rome in the First Century; an article in the Theol. Monthly of May, 1926, 
entitled “The Congregations at Rome and at Antioch.” 
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the Neronian persecution, during which he also suffered death as 
a martyr of the faith. 

This, by the way, is also in its essential features the position 
taken by Luther in his conclusions on the subject, especially in his 
writing Auf das uweberchristliche, webergeistliche und ueberkuenst- 
liche Buch des Bocks Emsers zu Leipzig Antwort Dr.M.L. There 
we read: “Although I hold that St. Peter was in Rome, yet I should 
not want to die on this as on an article of faith.... It is no article 
of faith, and no one is a heretic on this account whether he does not 
believe that St. Peter was ever bishop at Rome [zu Rom je gesessen 
habe].” (18, 1334.) Luther rejects the bishopric of Peter in Rome 


absolutely, especially that of an alleged twenty-five-year period, and. 


he rightly concludes that, with the inability to prove the episcopacy 
and the primacy of Peter, all papal claims fall to the ground. And 
that, after all, is the only interest we have in solving this question, 
without overshooting the mark, in a dispassionate, objective discus- 
sion of available facts. P. E. KRETzMAnn. 


— 
—orr 





Sermon Study on 1 Cor. 1, 21—31. 
(Eisenach Epistle-lesson for Quinquagesima Sunday.) 





This interesting and timely passage is part of an argument 
against strife and dissensions which threatened to disrupt the congre- 
gation at Corinth. Instead of laying the stress where it properly 
belonged, on the preaching of Christ Crucified, the Corinthians at- 
tached themselves to the personality of the various preachers and 
extolled the special gifts and characteristics of these men and at the 
same time despised the other teachers and their adherents to such an 
extent that they were in danger of losing sight of the unity of the 
Gospel of Christ, of creating schisms and disruptions. The apostle 
had called their attention to the fact that Christ was their one and 
only Savior, v.13. He then brings out in an extended argument that 
those very matters which they placed foremost, human personality, 
oratory, learning, etc., were by God studiously neglected in His plan 
of salvation. Far from taking into consideration human wisdom, God 
rather conceived His plan of salvation with a view to destroy the 
wisdom of the wise, v.19. The apostle had asked, “Where is the 
wise?” etc., v.20. Not only cabalistic and sophistic quibblings, even 
the honest efforts of the world’s philosophers to understand God by 
their own wisdom are futile, yea, made to appear as foolishness by 
God’s plan of salvation. This assertion, made in the form of a rhetor- 
ical question, is now proved by the apostle in the opening verse of our 
Epistle-lesson, which links up with v. 20 by 740, for. 


V.21: For after that in the wisdom of God the world by wisdom 
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knew not God, it pleased God by the foolishness of preaching to save 
them that believe. Evidently the two phrases “in the wisdom of God” 
and “by the foolishness of preaching” stand in sharp contrast to each 
other. This manifest contrast at once points the way to the correct 
interpretation of the first phrase. If “the foolishness of preaching” 
means that which the world regards as foolishness, then the “wisdom 
of God” must mean that which the world regards as wisdom. Ty, in the 
sphere of, in that field in which the world recognizes a manifestation 
of God’s wisdom, in the field of God’s creation. The manifold works 
of creation indeed show forth the wisdom of Him who has made all 
things, Ps. 104, 24, just as they show His kindness, Acts 14,17, and 
His eternal power and Godhead, Rom.1,20. This revelation of God 
was made for the purpose that men should seek the Lord if haply they 
might feel after Him and find Him, Acts 17,27. This wisdom of 
God the world recognizes as wisdom, and loving wisdom, regards this 
as the proper sphere of its activity in searching after God. Does this 
course which the world has chosen as the only wise course to find and 
know God lead it to the desired goal? The apostle answers in the 
negative. The world in the wisdom of God knew not God. The fact 
of the matter is, the world does not even know and understand the 
works of God, though they are before its very eyes, ready to be 
studied and explored, examined and analyzed. The wisdom of God 
as displayed in creation is unfathomable to human wisdom. The 
more deeply science penetrates into the nature of created things, the 
profounder the mysteries become, the more puzzling the problems. 
Time and again science must and will confess its ignorance of the 
nature of creation; or if it presumes to have found an answer com- 
pletely solving the mystery, closer research will discover problems 
overlooked and still waiting for solution. If the works of God are 
past finding out, how can man through the study of the wisdom of 
God in creation hope to know the Author and Creator of all these 
wonderful things? Though He is not far from them, though in Him 
they live and move and have their being, Acts 17,28; though the 
knowable things of God are evident to them, Rom. 1,19; though 
there is such a thing as the natural knowledge of the true God, Rom. 
1, 19—21, it is nevertheless true that the world in the wisdom of God 
did not know the true God, rév #edv, the God besides whom there is 
none other. That God who is the Triune God, the Father of the 
Lord Jesus Christ, who through the atoning sacrifice which His own 
Son brought on the cross of Calvary was reconciled to a sinful world, 
is beyond the ken of the world. In Athens, the city of the wisest 
of the wise, whither scholars flocked from every country, where human 
wisdom and learning had reached its zenith, stood that altar with 
the inscription “to the Unknown God,” mute, yet eloquent witness to 
the truth of the apostle’s word, “In the wisdom of God the world by 





ee = Dk ak i ee 








Sermon Study on 1 Cor. 1, 21—31. 117 


wisdom knew not God.” 
wisdom of the world? 

The apostle here refers not only to Greek philosophers; he is 
speaking of the world. The Platos and the Philos, and the Bacons, 
and the Schopenhauers, and the Edisons, and the Burbanks, and the 
Fosdicks, — none can by wisdom know God. Mark the contrast 
6 xdouos — tov Bedv, and we at once see the hopelessness, the futility, 
of human effort to know God by human wisdom even from the book 
of nature. The one the creature, the other the Creator; the one 
finite, the other the Infinite; the one, man, the other, Jehovah. If 
man by his wisdom would or could know God, then not God, but 
man would be the master mind, the person and mind of God would 
be exhaustible, fathomable by the superior mind of man. God would 
no longer be the Holy One, Is. 40, 25.28. But it ever will remain 
true that the world by wisdom knows not God. Man’s reasoning 
power is a splendid gift, yet as far as the knowledge of God and the 
way of salvation is concerned, it is made folly by God. 

But this is not the only nor even the chief way in which God 
made foolish the wisdom of the world. This thought only serves to 
introduce the main argument of the apostle: “It pleased God by 
the foolishness of preaching to save them that believe.” Hiddéxnoev, 
it pleased. He, the self-determining Lord, chose in His own good 
pleasure, without as much as consulting the wise and learned of this 
world. He pleased to save man, to bring mankind to a saving knowl- 
edge of God, to deliver him out of the darkness of ignorance and 
uncertainty, of sin and perdition. “By the foolishness of preaching.” 
Kyovyua, used twice of the preaching of Jonah, Matt. 12, 41; Luke 
11, 32, and six times by Paul, 1 Cor.1,21; 2,4; 15,14; Titus 1,3; 
2 Tim. 4,17; once with the addition “of Jesus Christ,” Rom. 16, 25. 
However, even if this object of preaching is not added, there is for 
Paul but one x#jevyya, one proclamation worthy of the name, that 
message which had been entrusted to him as the herald of God and 
Jesus Christ, that preaching which he had called the preaching of the 
Cross, v.18; see also vv. 17.23; 2,2; 2 Cor. 5,18—21. By the 
preaching of this message, God purposed to make foolish the wisdom 
of the world. For, alas! the world, professing to be wise, regards 
this message as folly, foolishness. While in the book of nature the 
world at least recognizes a superior wisdom, in the preaching of the 
Gospel it sees only the very opposite of wisdom, the greatest folly 
conceivable. How can this message save? Why should a crucified 
Jew be the only Savior, the only Hope of mankind? Anything but 
that folly! Yet it pleases God in His inscrutable wisdom to make 
just this piece of folly the divine means of salvation. Salvation is 
found not only in this message, but by this preaching. The Gospel 
does not only contain saving knowledge, which man must by his 


Did not God indeed make foolish the 
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own wisdom seek and find, so that, after all, he would owe his sal- 
vation in a measure at least to himself. No, God saves by the foolish- 
ness of preaching. He gives saving knowledge by means of that 
which is regarded and rejected by the world as folly. The folly saves! 
O wisdom of the world, how foolish you appear! Unable to recog- 
nize the means of salvation! Decrying as foolishness that which 
alone can save! 

In still another way does God render foolish the wisdom of man. 
How does the message save? Again, not through wisdom and 
reasoning power. The Gospel does not by its inexorable logic finally 
convince the mind of man. It does not take up each and every ob- 
jection and argument of man in order to refute them logically, so 
that man is finally obliged to accept this message as saving tidings 
or at least can fully understand and grasp and fathom it by his 
intellect. No, this folly of God does not save those who understand, 
who grasp and comprehend; it saves them that believe, that simply 
accept as true what they are told, whether they see and understand or 
not, Heb. 11,1. The wisdom of this world is left out of consideration 
altogether in God’s plan of salvation. The infant believes and is 
saved, Matt. 18, 3. 6, saved by the same faith which saves all believers. 
True, to expect salvation by simply believing, simply to pin one’s 
hope in life and death to a crucified Savior, to bring into captivity 
every thought to the obedience of Christ, to accept every word of the 
Bible as God’s own revelation, all this, in the view of the world, is 
folly supreme, unpardonable foolishness, a procedure unworthy of men 
of science. And yet these “foolish” people are saved, brought to that 
knowledge of God which is eternal life, John 17,8, saved by the folly 
of preaching while the wise men perish in their wisdom. Strange 
wisdom of God! Folly saves! 

The apostle had called the Gospel folly; this thought is ex- 
panded vv. 22.23. He had called this folly a saving message; that 
is brought out vv. 24. 25. 


V.22: For the Jews require a sign, and the Greeks seek after 
wisdom. ‘How often do we meet the Jews demanding signs in the 
gospels, and how often had Jesus reproved this fault! Matt. 12, 38. 39; 
16,1.4; 24,8; Mark 8,11; Luke 11,16; 29,30; John 2,18; 4, 48; 
6,30. Instead of believing the Word of Jesus, they wanted to see, 
to have tangible and visible proof, evidence that they could see with 
their physical eyes, Mark 15,32. The Greeks, on the other hand, 
sought wisdom. They would accept only what they could see with 
the eye of their mind, what seemed plausible and reasonable io them. 
Whenever any one came with a new theory, they were willing and 
anxious to hear him, Acts 17, 21, always ready for a debate —a clash 
of wit and reason, a display of rhetoric and oratory. Needless to say, 
the apostle does not mean to assert that only the Jews demanded 
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signs, while only the Greeks sought after wisdom. He merely points 
out the outstanding characteristics of Jews and Greeks. 

Did Paul in the preaching of the Gospel accommodate himself 
to these sign-seeking Jews and wisdom-crazed Greeks? True, he 
performed signs in great numbers, Rom. 15, 19, also in Corinth, 
2 Cor. 12,12; yet he did not come as a miracle-man, nor was the per- 
formance of miracles his purpose and aim in life. This was, and 
ever remained, the preaching of Christ Crucified, 1 Cor.2,2. True, 
again, he presented his message in clear, logical style and at times 
in a form highly rhetorical, Acts 26, 24.28. Yet he did not come to 
feast his hearers by a flow of oratory, to please their ears with well- 
turned phrases, to reason it out with them. To the Greeks he preached 
the same Jesus that he proclaimed to the Jews. 


V.23: But we preach Christ Crucified, unto the Jews a stum- 
bling-block and unto the Greeks foolishness. To the Jews indeed 
a stumbling-block, Is. 8,14; Luke 2,34. <A crucified Messiah, what an 
offense to them! Mark 15, 29—382. The modern Jew may acknowledge 
that Jesus is a wise and learned Rabbi, worthy to be classed with the 
great teachers of humanity; yet to acknowledge this crucified Jesus 
as their only Savior — perish the thought! To this day Jesus is 
to the Jews, though they were at one time the chosen people of God, 
an offense, a stumbling-block. “And unto the Greeks foolishness.” 
Cp. their remarks Acts 17, 18.32; 24,24.25; 26,24—28. To this day 
the Gospel is to natural man foolishness, a fairy-tale, at best a legend, 
a myth, superstition. Its plan of salvation is criticized as inadequate 
by the one, as unjust by another; it presents barbarian ideas of God 
as a bloodthirsty tyrant, says a third. Why should mere belief in 
that dead Jew save, while unbelief condemns? asks a fourth. (See 
Pieper’s splendid article in Lehre und Wehre, Vol. 67 [1921], 328 ff.) 
However, though to Jews the Crucified was an offense and to Greeks 
folly, Paul preached to both Christ only and Him crucified, since he 
knew that this preaching, folly though it seemed to the world, was 
indeed wisdom and power of God. 


Vv. 24. 25: But unto them which are called, both Jews and 
Greeks, Christ the power of God and the wisdom of God, because 
the foolishness of God is wiser than men, and the weakness of God is 
stronger than men. Truer words were never written. Human phi- 
losophy answers many a perplexing question, but in the crucial test it 
fails man. When conscience awakes, when the sins of the past life 
accuse and threaten and condemn, then all the schemes of man’s 
wisdom break down, collapse completely. It is then that the folly of 
the message comes into its own. It is then that the Cross of Christ 
towers above the wreckage of human philosophy. While all other 
ground is sinking sand, here is wisdom and power, power of God, 
wisdom divine. Ah, the foolishness of preaching wiser than men, 
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the weakness of the Cross stronger than men! The Son of God for- 
saken by God Himself, He who called Himself the Resurrection and 
the Life, unable to save Himself from His enemies, crucified, dead, 
buried, conquered by that very death which He set out to vanquish — 
what weakness! Salvation from the cross, life out of death, immor- 
tality out of the grave — what folly of follies! Yet by this very death, 
this weakness of weaknesses, He destroyed him who had the power of 
death, that is, the devil. What superhuman strength, what power 
divine! And by His very humiliation unto the grave, what folly! 
He redeemed them who through fear of death and the grave were 
all their lifetime subject to bondage, Heb. 2, 14.15. What wisdom 
supreme, divine wisdom! 


This power and wisdom, inherent in the Gospel, though hidden to 
Jews and Greeks, is evident to them “which are called,” v.24. In 
sharp contrast to the seekers of signs and searchers after wisdom the 
apostle speaks of atroi¢ dé toic xAnroic (aitds, “self to the exclusion of 
others,” Thayer). Natural man will ever be offended at the Gospel; 
only those that are called will recognize its true nature. This knowl- 
edge on the part of the Corinthian Christians was not due to any 
natural endowment. They were by nature exactly like their country- 
men, Jews or Greeks. God called them out of their state of spiritual 
darkness and death, called them through the preaching of the Gospel, 
and, behold, by this foolishness they were saved; cp. v.21. Since 
these called ones have experienced in their own lives the wonderful 
power and wisdom of the Gospel, this message is no longer foolishness 
to them, but indeed the power of God and the wisdom of God. No 
longer do they require signs or seek wisdom; no, for them, like for 
Paul, to live is Christ. Again a rebuke to the Corinthians and their 
foolish overestimation of non-essentials. Why regard that which can- 
not save, wisdom and logic and personality, why regard these follies 
so highly as to overlook the one thing needful, the only wisdom? Are 
you not in danger of losing the true wisdom because of your foolish 
quarrelings and bickerings? 


V.26: For ye see your calling,— rather an imperative: “Look 
at, turn your eyes to, regard, your calling”; calling, xAjorc, here 
does not denote the state into which the Corinthians have been called, 
but, as usually, the active calling of God, the divine invitation which 
came to you, — brethren, how that not many wise men after the flesh, 
not many mighty, not many noble, are called. In calling the Corin- 
thians into His kingdom, God did not take into consideration wisdom 
or rank and power or nobility of birth. Rulers of this world will 
choose with such considerations in their mind; not so God. Just 
look at your calling. How many wise and influential and noble men 
will you find? Is there anything of which you could boast, any 
qualification to which you could point with pride, any merit on your 
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part which could have induced God to call just you? Surely not, 
unless folly and weakness and ignobility are things of which to boast 
and baseness and nothingness (v.28) are matters to be proud of. 
What a scathing rebuke! What a death-blow to the foolish pride and 
silly self-exaltation of the Corinthians! Yet with what consummate 
tact does Paul administer this reproof! And this tact flows from 
a heart truly humble, at the same time overflowing with love to his 
fellow-Christians. “Brethren” he calls them. Before administering 
his rebuke, he places himself within their ranks, speaking as a brother 
to brethren. This is not merely diplomacy on his part, an effort to 
gain their good will; it is the language natural to a heart filled with 
such humility as imbued the apostle. He is actually not ashamed to 
include himself with these “no-account” people. Similarly when he 
speaks of himself as the chief, he is not speaking of noble and honor- 
able men, but of sinners, 1 Tim. 1,15. When he calls attention to his 
untiring work, he does so only while praising the grace of God and 
after having called himself unworthy of the apostolate, 1 Cor. 15, 8 ff. 
See also Titus 3,3 (“we ourselves”). What a lesson in true humility 
and pastoral tact and wisdom for every pastor! 


Vv. 27.28: God hath chosen, #&edétato. The middle form is used 
to point out that the only motive for this choice was in God; His 
own free choice, good pleasure, v.21. And His purpose in His choice 
was to confound, xata:ozyivy, to put to shame, and to bring to naught, 
xatagyyon, render inoperative, deprive of force, influence, power, what- 
ever the world thinks worth while. We see that the apostle has not 
lost sight of his purpose to prove his statement in v. 20 that God made 
foolish the wisdom of this world. With this in mind, God chose the 
foolish things. “The neuters indicate the category generally, it being 
evident from the context that what is meant are the persons included 
under that category” (Meyer). God has chosen that which the world 
regards as foolish or those whom the world regards as fools, the un- 
cultured, unschooled, ofttimes unlettered, common people, who in the 
eyes of the world are fools indeed. We remember the sneering re- 
marks of the Pharisees: “This people, who knoweth not the Law, are 
cursed,” John 7,49. We think of the oft-repeated stock phrase of the 
worldly wise: “Of course, no scientist would be foolish enough to 
accept the creation record of the Bible. Of course, no intelligent 
man believes in the bodily resurrection of Christ.” These “fools” 
God has chosen to put to shame the wise. Cf. Matt.11,25. These 
fools have found the way to heaven; their feet have been placed on 
the highway of holiness, in which the wayfaring men, though fools, 
shall not err and which leads whither? Read Is.35,10. Blessed 
fools! The wise of this world, on the other hand, spite of all their 
wisdom and learning, continue to grope in darkness. See Is. 8, 
19—22; 59,9 ff. Again, God has chosen the weak, those of no power 
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and influence in this world, to put to shame the mighty ones of this 
world. The weak of God succeed in doing what is impossible to the 
most powerful rulers of this world — they rule themselves. They hold 
in subjection and crucify their flesh and its sinful lusts and passions; 
their faith is the victory which overcomes the world, 1 John 5, 4, yea, 
sin and death and hell, 1 Cor. 15, 55 ff.; Rom. 8, 37, while the mighty 
ones of this world are miserable slaves of sin and Satan, Rom. 6, 16 ff., 
all their lifetime subject to bondage, Heb. 2,15.—God has chosen 
base things, ra dyevj, of no noble birth, those who are not members 
of the blue-blooded aristocracy, not men and women of society. 
“Things which are despised,” éfov#evnuéva, the perfect participle de- 
noting the state of being utterly despised, of no account. In the eyes 
of the world they are hopelessly out of society, the unmentionables. 
“Yea, and things which are not.” For the world they simply do not 
exist. With haughty pride the world sweeps past them. They are 
indeed like so much thin air, the unmentionables not only, but un- 
mentioned. These God has chosen to bring to naught things that are. 
These base people are born of God, John 1, 18; children of the 
Highest, Luke 6, 35; sons and daughters of the Lord Almighty, 
2 Cor. 6,18. Can nobler birth be conceived? These people of no 
account are they whose names are written in heaven, Luke 10, 20. 
Can greater honor be desired? These people who in the view of the 
world “are not,” they alone “are,” they alone live and enjoy their 
existence; for they live in Him who is Life and Light and Joy and 
Bliss; while those who “are” shall not know life in its highest 
sense, neither in this world nor in the world to come, they are not 
of His own. They shall hear their verdict on the Last Day, Matt. 
7,24. Shame and everlasting contempt shall be their lot, Dan. 12, 2. 


V.29: That no flesh should glory in His presence. No flesh, no 
man, can boast before God: not the worldly wise and powerful, for 
they have been confounded and brought to naught, their wisdom has 
been put to shame, their strength made of none effect; not the called 
and chosen of God, for they were foolish and base and weak and 
despised. 

V.30: But of Him are ye in Christ Jesus, who of God is made 
unto us Wisdom, and Righteousness, and Sanctification; and Re- 
demption. Ye are in Christ Jesus. Though aware of their manifold 
imperfections, the apostle regards his hearers as still united with 
Christ. This union is, however, not of their own making; no, it is 
of Him, #, out of Him, originating from Him. God called the 
foolish, etc., but not because their foolishness, etc., had merited the 
grace and pity of God, was in any degree meritorious. No, salvation 
originates solely in God, who was pleased to save whom He saves, v. 21. 
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“Who of God” — again it is God alone who is the Author of our 
salvation — “is made unto us Wisdom, and Righteousness, and Sanc- 
tification, and Redemption.” “Unto us”; again the apostle includes 
himself. As he was not ashamed to call the Corinthians brethren, 
v. 26, although there were not many wise, etc., so he cannot refrain 
from numbering himself with those to whom Christ has become 
Wisdom. The words added by the apostle, “righteousness and sancti- 
fication and redemption,” in our opinion unfold the wisdom found in 
Christ. He is above all “Righteousness.” That crucified Savior pro- 
cured for us perfect righteousness by His active as well as by His 
passive obedience, Gal. 4,4; 2 Cor. 5,19. From the cross of Calvary 
flows that blood which cleanses us from all sin, 1 John 1,7; Eph. 
6,25 ff. “Sanctification.” From that cross we obtain strength to 
lead a holy and God-pleasing life. For is He not the Conqueror of 
all our enemies? John 16,33; 1 John 3,8; 1 Pet.1,18.19. There- 
fore in His strength we are more than conquerors, Rom. 8,37; 1 John 
2,18; 5,4. “Redemption,” deliverance from all evil. For has He 
not carried our sorrows? Is. 53,4. Does not from His cross flow into 
our hearts that peace which passeth all understanding, yet which is 
so familiar and precious to every believer? Will He not deliver us 
from every evil work and preserve us unto His heavenly kingdom? 
2 Tim. 4, 18. 

Jesus Christ, the Crucified, is He foolishness, as the world re- 
gards Him? Ah,no! He, our Righteousness, He, our Sanctification, 
He, our Redemption, He is Wisdom indeed, and Power, the Power of 
God, and the Wisdom of God. 

V. 381: That, according as it is written, He that glorieth, let Him 
glory in the Lord, not in man’s wisdom, rhetoric, personality. No; 
“all glory be to God on high.” That is the final purpose of all works 
of God, that the final purpose of His glorious plan of saving mankind: 
Soli Deo gloria! 





A few outlines.— How May a Christian Congregation Guard 
against Strife and Factions? By considering 1. the nature of the 
Gospel, vv. 21—25; 2. the nature of their calling, vv. 26—31. — Why 
do So Many Reject the Gospel? Because they do not recognize in 
this Gospel the wisdom of God and because they refuse to give all 
glory to God. — God has made foolish the wisdom of this world. 
1. The world by wisdom knows not God. 2. The world does not recog- 
nize in the Gospel the wisdom of God. — God’s Plan of Salvation 
Folly to Man. 1. For He saves by the foolishness of preaching. 
2. He saves through the folly of faith.— To God Alone All Glory! 
1. He has made Christ Wisdom, vv. 21—23.30b. 2. Of Him we are 
in Christ, vv. 26—30a.— Christ the True Wisdom. 1. Righteous- 
ness; 2. Sanctification; 3. Redemption. T.L. 
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Dispofitionen iiber die von der Synodalfonferens 
angenommene Serie altteftamentlider Texte. 


Septuagefima. 
Yer. 31, 31—34. 


Dak der Prophet hier bon der Beit de3 Neuen Teftaments rebdet, 
in der wir Ieben, geht Har aus feinen Worten herbor und wird gum 
überfluß durch drei Stellen des Neuen Teſtaments beftatigt: Rom. 
11,27; Sebr. 8, 9 ff.; 10, 16 ff. 


Die herrliden Gaben de3 Neuen Bundes: 


1. Vergebung der Gitnden; 2 Erkenntnis Gotte3; 
8. herglihe Willigkeit. 


i. 


B.34b. Vergebung ift das herrlichſte Gut, das Gott der Welt be- 
fderen fann. Was find alle Sdhabe und Reichtiimer, was ijt alle Bil⸗ 
dung und Weisheit der Welt ohne Vergebung? Was niiben alle 
modernen Erfindungen: Radio, Telephon uſw., alle Sequemlicfeiten, 
aller Lurus, wenn man feine Vergebung hat? Es fommt die Beit, da 
man alles Irdiſche guriidlaffen mu, da man nur eins mitnehmen fann: 
die begangenen Giinden. Ohne Giindenbergebung hat man feinen 
gnädigen Gott, feinen Troft in Triibjal, feine Hoffnung im Tode, feine 
Wusficht, im Gericht Gottes gu beftehen, fondern —. Wergebung das 
größte Gut. 

Nun ift e3 wahr, diejes Gut hatten die Glaubigen im Alten Sunde 
fon. Aber einmal nur verheißungsweiſe, nod nidt als etwas Er- 
tworbene3 und tatſächlich Vorhandenes. Um Vergebung gu olen, mußte 
immer wieder geopfert werden — alle Stückwerk, Sebr. 9, 7—10; 
10, 1 ff. 

Anders im Neuen Teftament. „Es iſt vollbracht“, Yoh. 19, 30. 
Wieviel leichter wird es uns, gu glauben, dak wir Vergebung der Sün⸗ 
den haben, feit Chrijtus gefommen ift, das groke Erlöſungswerk voll- 
endet hat und Gott verſöhnt ijt, 2Ror.5,17. Gottes Blut ift ein 
bollfommenes Löſegeld. (Lied 370, 4.5.) Wie reichl ich haben wir 
dieſe gewiſſe, bolle Vergebung! Bm Wort, in vielen Büchern und 
Schriften, in Taufe und Abendmabhl, von Rangel und Altar mird fie 
gepredigt, bon unjern Mitdrijten uns geſprochen und mitgeteilt. Gewiß, 
das ijt ein Kennzeichen des Neuen Bundes, der riftlicjen Kirche: fie 
hat Vergebung der Sünden. 9 


B.34a. Mit Vergebung der Siinden fommt Erfenntnis Gottes. 
Wieviel vollfommener erfennen Chriften ihren Gott als die Glaubigen 
des Alien Bundes! Die Hatten auch ihre Bibel und erfannten ifn aus 
feinen Wundertverfen. Aber die eine groke Heilstat auf Golgatha 
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hatten fie nod) nicht erlebt. — Wieviel klarer erfennen wir im Neuen 
Teftament die Dreieinigkeit des göttlichen Weſens, wieviel deutlider 
feine Vaterſchaft durch JRſum! Ym Alten Teftament wird der Vater- 
name Gotte3 viel feltener gebraudt, und meiftens wird er auf die 
Schöpfung begogen. Ym allgemeinen war Gott der HErr Zebaoth, der 
König, der Herrſcher. Wieviel vertrauter find wir mit Gott getworden, 
feit wir ihn im Angeſichte JEſu Chrifti fennengelernt haben! Yn twie- 
biel innigerem Verkehr ftehen wir mit ihm! Bgl. Rim. 5, 1 ff.; Hebr. 
10,19 ff. Wie danfbar follten wir fein fiir diefe unbverdiente Gnade 
Gottes, dak er fich fo nahe gu uns getan hat! 


3. 


V. 33. Ym Alten Sunde tourden ja auch nur die Glaubigen felig, 
dom gehörten alle Israeliten dem Fleiſche nach gum äußeren Volfe 
Gottes. Da wurde diejfer Bund immer twieder iibertreten. Wie oft 
Tefen wir bon Treubrüchen Israelsl Wie oft verlieR e3 den Bund 
und hurte andern Gottern nah! Aber auch jelbjt den Glaubigen war 
e3 nicht leidt, allen Forderungen und Zeremonialgefeben des Alten 
Bundes nadgufommen. Das war ihnen ein unertraglides Joch, AWpoft. 
15,10. Mun ift e3 wahr, auch die Glieder de3 Neuen Bundes bleiben 
Giinder. Wber in ihrem Herzen haben fie die Megel des Neuen Bundes 
gefdrieben: Yn Chrijto haben wir die Erlöſung durch fein Blut, nämlich 
die Vergebung der Sünden. Wer glaubt, wird felig. Das ijt die felige 
Gewißheit, die Gott felber ihnen ins Herz gegeben hat. Gie fonnen 
ausrufen: Rim. 8,31 ff. Und tweit entfernt, dak diefe felige Gewif- 
Heit, dieje Hergensiibergeugung, dag fie Gottes Kinder find durch den 
Glauben an Chrijtum JEſum, weit entfernt, dak dieſe Gewißheit fie 
ſicher machte, trage gu guten Werken, ijt fie gerade die mächtigſte Trieb- 
feder gu guten Werfen, gum Cifer in der Heiligung. Yn herzglicher 
iebe und Danfbarfeit tun fie gerne den Willen ihre Gotte3, dem BVei- 
fpiel ihres Geilandes folgend, Pj. 40,9. — Beweiſen auch wir uns als 
tedjte Glieder de3 Neuen Bundes! XR. 





Seragefima. 
1 Gam. 17, 42—51. 


Goliath und David: weld) cin Gegenfab! Der eine ein Riefe, 
Krieg8mann bon Yugend auf, mit Helm, Panger, Beinfdienen, Spief 
und Schwert; der andere ein Knabe in gewöhnlicher Hirtentracdt, mit 
Stab und Schleuder. Rein Wunder, dak Goliath fpottete, als er feinen 
Gegner fah, B. 438. 

Cin ähnlicher Gegenfab befteht zwiſchen der gottesfeindlidjen Welt 
und den Glaubigen. Die Welt ift in der Tat eine ſtark Gewappnete. 
Sie ift im Rampfe geiibt und trefflich ausgeriiftet. Bur Verfiigung 
ftehen ihr Macht, Reichtum, weltliche Weisheit und ijt, ja fogar das 
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Schwert. Bm Vergleich) mit ihr erjdeinen die Glaubigen arm und 
ſchwach, eine rechte „Bettelſchar“ (Luther, V, 416). Rein Wunder, dak 
e3 der Welt lacherlid) vorkommt, wenn wir Chrijten gegen fie gu Felde 
ziehen. 

Zuzeiten kommt es ſogar uns Chriſten töricht bor. Sfters mill uns 
Der Mut entfallen. Können wir denn wirklich im Kampfe mit der ge- 
twaltigen gottlojen Welt etwas ausridten? WAllerdings. Ya, wenn wir 
Dabei recht gu Werke gehen, werden wir fie fogar iibertwinden. Das 
geigt auch unjer Text. Auf Grund desfelben betrachten wir, 


Wie die Gliubigen die gottedsfeindlide Welt überwinden. 


1. Sie vberlaffen fid in ifrem Rampfe gang und 
gar auf den O€rrn; 

2. fie gebrauden im Vertrauen auf ifn die eine 
Waffe, mit der er fie auSgeritftet hat. 


1. 


A. Das ijt bie Cigenart des Glaubigen, dah er fid 
gang und gar auf Gott verläßt, aud im Rampf mit der Welt. 

a. David ijt un3 da ein leuchtende3 Vorbild. Cr war fic defjen 
bewußt, Dak er aus eigener Kraft den Riefen nidt überwinden fonnte. 
Der HErr mufte ihm den Gieg verleiben. Auf ihn verließ er fic, 


V. 37. 45—47. 

b. Go aud wir Glaubigen. Wir wiffen, dak im Kampf mit 
der Welt durch unfere eigene Macht nichts ausgerichtet werden fann. 
Wir waren gar bald verloren. Aber unjere Hilfe fommt vom HErrn, 
Pſ. 121,2. Er muf fiir un ftreiten. Auf ihn verlafjen wir uns gang 
und gar. Das ijt die Weife, ja das Wefen des Glaubens, 5 Mof. 
1,29f.; Pj. 7,2; 31,2; 35,1—3; 91,1.2. (Ried 162, 1.) 

B. Aber mit weldem Redte verlaſſen fich denn die Glau- 
bigen in ifrem Rampfe auf Gott? 

a. Das fonnen wir wieder bon David lernen. Cr erfannte 
fofort, Dak diefer Rampf mit dem Riefen eigentlidh Gottes Rampf 
fet. Goliath war Gottes Feind. Cr hatte Gott Hohn gefproden, B. 26. 
86.45. Gottes Chre, BV. 46, und die Zufunft feines Sundesvolf3, V. 9, 
bing bon diefem Ziweifampf ab. Darum fonnte fid David getroft auf 
Gott verlaſſen. — Chenfo jest noch. Mit Recht fingen wir: ied 165, 1; 
denn der Krieg, in dem wir ftehen, ijt in Der Tat Gottes Krieg. Er hat 
uns in den Rampf geftellt; darum haben wir nun auch das Redht und 
die Pflicht, uns auf feinen Veijtand gu verlajjen. Luther: ,,Unfer Rampf 
ijt nicht unfer, fondern Gottes felbjt, und wir ftehen in feinem Dienft 
da; deſto gewifjer haben wir uns des gu tröſten, dak er uns nicht laſſen, 
fondern [un] beijtehen wird.” (TX, 822.) 

b. David weiß aber auch aus Erfabrung, dak Gott den 
Seinen in der Not beifteht, V.84—37. Hat der HErr ihm im Kampf 
mit wilden Tieren den Sieg verliehen, dann wird er es gewiß aud) in 
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diefem Fall tun. Daran zweifelt ex nidt im geringften. — Ähnlich geht 
es un3. Wir haben Gott ſchon näher fennengelernt. Cr hat ftets fir 
ung und fiir feine Rirde im allgemeinen geforgt. Gr ift in allen Noten 
unjer Beiftand, unfer Schutz und Schirm, unfer Sieg geweſen. Gollte 
er uns denn ſchließlich in Dem Rampfe, gu dem er un felbft berufen hat, 
im Stide laffen? Mein, das wird er nidt tun. Wir fonnen uns auf 
ifn berlafjen. 

ec. Budem haben wir noc etwas, was David nicht hatte: die flare 
Verheipung, dap wir in JEſu Namen den Sieg davbontragen wer⸗— 
den, 1 Yoh. 5,4.5; Joh. 16,24; 1 Yoh. 4,4; Matth. 16, 18. 

C. Go fonnen wir denn getroft in unferm Rampf gegen 
Die Welt fortfahren; denn mir bertrauen nicht auf unfere eigene 
Starfe, fondern auf den HErrn, fiir den wir ftreiten, der und bisher 
immer geholfen hat und der und die Verheipung gegeben Hat, daß wir 
ſchließlich weit überwinden werden um des twillen, der uns geliebet hat. 


2. 


A. David tweigerte ſich, Sauls Harnifd gu tragen und fein Schwert 
gu fiihren. Er wußte, dak es ihm iibel ergehen würde, wenn er fich in 
der Waffenriiftung des Königs auf den Rampfplak wagte, V.39. Er 
war eben fein Krieger, fondern ein Hirte; und al3 folder wählte er 
weislich die Schleuder, die er faſt täglich gebraucht hatte, als feine 
Waffe. Als er damit auf den RKampfplab fam, verhihnten ifn die 
Philijter; ſeine Volksgenoſſen aber fahen ihm mit Grauen gu. Jedoch 
der Hirtenknabe fiegte, V.48—51. Was ihm in Sauls Rüſtung un- 
möglich getwefen ware, gelang ihm mit ſeiner beradteten Sdleuder. 


B. Das foll uns gur Lehre dienen. Yn unferm Kampf mit der 
Welt diirfen wir nidt gu weltliden Waffen greifen. Der 
alte Adam möchte uns gerne dagu verleiten. Tun wir e3, fo find wir 
berloren. Als Chriſten follen wir nur die eine Waffe gebraudjen, die 
un3 Gott felbft in die Hand und ans Herz gedriidt hat: das Evan— 
gelium. Das ijt die Schleuder, die den Riefen gu Fall bringt, das 
Schwert de3 Geiftes, das die Welt überwindet, Hebr. 4,12. AWllerdings, 
die Gottlofen verfpotten diefe unanfehnlide Waffe; aber das foll uns 
nidt fopfideu madden. Darin haben wir die Kraft Gotte3, Rim. 1, 16. 
Durd fie find die Herrlidften Siege in der Weltgeſchichte errungen 
worden, und wenn wir fie mit glaubig betendem Gergen gebraudjen, 
werden aud) wir als Gieger iiber die Welt aus dem Kampfe herbvor- 
gehen. Die Feinde Gotte3 müſſen eben. durch das Changelium iiber- 
wunden werden. 

Schluß. Laßt uns als gute Streiter JEſu Chrijti tapfer gegen 
den Riefen fampfen, der Gott laftert und fein Volk ausrotten will, 
dabei aber unfer Vertrauen gang und gar auf Gottes Beiftand feben 
und nur eine Waffe gebrauden: bas Changelium. (Lied 158, 4.) 
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Ouninguagefima. 
Yona 3, 1—4, 11. 


Das heutige Sonntagsevangelium zeigt uns den Heiland auf dem 
Wege nach Ferufalem, two er fiir uns leiden und fterben twill. Diefen 
Heiland ruft der Blinde an. Manche wollen ifm das wehren, doc 
JEſus geigt ibnen das Verkehrte ihrer Handlungsiweife. JEſu Hei— 
landsliebe rettet alle und will alle zu gleicher Sünderliebe erwecken. 
Cine abnlide Lehre in unſerm Tert. 


Die Herrlidfeit der Sünderliebe Gottes. 


1. Sie will aud die größten Giinder bom Tode 
retten. 
2. Gie reigt die Seinen gu gleider Sitnderliebe. 


1 


Den Schlüſſel gur Handlungsiweije Gottes finden wir Rap. 4, 11: 
feine erbarmenbde Liebe. Diefe Liebe betwegt ibn, Yona als Buf- 
prediger nach Ninive gu fenden, 1,2; 3,2. Das war gwar eine gottlofe 
Stadt, 1,2 (ſchildern nad Nah.3); aber hier waren viele Menfden, 
Die ex erjchaffen hatte, 4,11; follten die umfommen? Allein Gottes 
Riebe erhalt die Welt, die taufendfach Verderben und Gericht verdient 
hat. Liebe bewegt ihn gur Predigt des Gefewes, um dadurch ihre Augen 
gu offnen, 3,4. Die Predigt bon einem heiligen Gott, der Sünde heim— 
fucht, ijt nicht itberbleibjel alter Vorjtellungen eines blutgierigen Gottes, 
fondern Erbarmen Gottes mit unferer Untwifjenheit. Liebe ijt e3, die 
ifn betwegt zur Predigt aud) de3 Evangelium3. Glaubten die Niniviten 
an Gott, fo muß ifnen bon dem wahren Gott gepredigt worden fein, 
der nicht nur heilig, fondern aud gnadig ijt, 4,2, und fdon im Para- 
Dies den Heiland verheigen hat. Das ijt die größte LiebeStat, die Gott 
Der Welt eriweift, dak er ihr JEſum predigen läßt. 

Diefe Liebe rettet, 3,5; groß und flein befehrt fi. Das ijt 
Gotte3 Gnadenwerk, Cph.2. So läßt Gott Gnade fiir Recht ergebhen, 
tut den Niniviten fein bel, 3,10. Dak eine Kirche befteht, dak aus 
Satan Untertanen GotteS Kinder werden, das ijt eingig und allein 
der Liebe Gotte3 in Chriſto JEſu gugufdreiben. Wie herrlich ijt diefe 
Riebe! Rim. 5, 6—11. 

2. 

Sona gefallt das gar nidt. Cr trobt und meint, daran recht gu 
tun, 4,1—9. Wie fo mance Chrijten handeln ahnlich! Es jammern 
fie die paar Cents, die fie geben miifjen, damit andere mie fie gum 
Genuf der Gnade Gottes fommen. Gott hat ihnen genug Geld in den 
Scop gegeben. Das laſſen fie ſich gefallen, nehmen es als felbjt- 
berftandlid) hin, freuen fich dariiber, wie Jonas iiber feinen Kürbis. 
Aber wehe, wenn Gott ihnen das nimmt oder ihnen etwas abverlangt 
fiir fein Rei! Dann geht das Klagen und Yammern an. Und e3 ijt 
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doch ixdifches Geld und Gut, vergängliches Wefen, nod dagu allein dem 
Gegen Gotte3 gu verdanfen, der e3 ihnen mit gu dem Bwed gegeben 
hat, dak fie e3 ihm wiedergeben. Dies Geld ijt ihnen Lieber als die 
unfterblicjen, teuererfauften Menfdenjeelen! Gott läßt e fic) feinen 
eigenen Sohn foften; fie murren itber jede Rollefte. Gott läßt ſeinen 
geredjten Zorn fahren, 3,10; fie laſſen fich nicht einmal aus ihrer 
Gleicdgitltigfeit aufwweden. Gott ijt gnadig und barmbergig, 4, 2.11; 
fie fehen ihren Bruder fterben und ſchließen ihr Herz vor ihm gu. Gott 
ſchickt ſeine Prediger; fie verdrießt e3, dak fie dazu beitragen follen. 
Welch ſchreckliche Sitnde! 

Sona hat fich durch Gottes Liebe forrigieren lajfen. Die Barm- 
hergigfeit Gottes, die ihm fo deutlich bor Augen gehalten wurde, hat 
auch fein Serg ertwarmt. Um andere bor ähnlicher Giinde gu bewahren 
und gu rechter Gitnderliebe, gu rechtem Mijfjionseifer gu betwegen, 
freibt er fein Bud. — Pafjion und Miffion gehören zuſammen. 
Möge die Liebe GotteS, von der wir in diefen Tagen wieder fo viel 
Hiren twerden, unjere Hergen erfitllen, dak wir aus rechter Danfbarfeit 
fiir feine große Gnade in Chriſto JEſu nie miide werden, andern gleiche 
Liebe gu erweiſen! ©. 2, 





Invocavit. 
G — Tl. 3, 1—1 5. 


Wir legen in der Paffionszeit das Gewicht nicht auf da3 Fajten, 
wie in der romijden Kirche, nod) auf andere äußere Entjagungen, wie 
bet Den Geften, fondern auf die Predigt bom Kreuz. Wir nennen fie 
daher mit Vorliebe nidt Fajtengeit, fondern Paſſionszeit. Warum diefe 
beftanbdige Hervorkehrung de3 Todes Chrijti? Tut man nidt der Sache 
gu biel? Unſer Lert, der uns von der erjten Verkiindigung de3 Wortes 
bom Kreuz beridtet, gibt un3 die rechte Antwort. 


Warum follen wir nists predigen als JEſum, den Gefrenzigten? 


1. Allein diefe Predigt bringt uns den Sieg 
iiber Gatan. 

2. Ullein diefe Predigt überwindet unfere 
Feindſchaft wider Gott. 


1. 


Der Menſch, heilig geſchaffen, blieb nicht in diefem Stande der 
Unjduld. (Man fdildere, wie ſchlau e3 Satan anfing, den Menſchen 
gu berfithren.) Durch geſchickte Verdrehung des Wortes Gottes erregte 
er Zweifel an der Wabhrhaftigkeit und Liebe Gottes. Cha ließ ſich mit 
—* ein, ließ ſich beſchwatzen, begehrte, ſchaute, nahm, verführte auch 

dam. 

Wenn die erſten Menſchen dem Satan zur Beute fielen, wie wollen 


wir ihm widerſtehen? Nicht nur hat Satan eine nahezu ſechstauſend⸗ 
9 
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jabrige Exrfahrung, wir find auch nicht mehr heilig. Das lehrt Gottes 
Wort, Pſ. 51,7; Joh. 3,6; Eph. 2; Pſ. 14,8; Jeſ. 64,6; Rim. 3, 9 ff. 
Das begeugt aud die Erfahrung. Wer hatte je einen fiindlofen Men— 
fen gefehen? 

Wein der verheißene Weibesfame fann retten, BV.15. Gott, der 
ftarfer ijt alS ber Teufel, will einen fenden, der dDem Satan den Ropf 
gertritt, Die Menfdjen aus feiner Herrſchaft befreit. Das tut er durch 
Reiden und GSterben, den Ferſenſtich. Darin liegt Stellvertretung. 
Denn der Tod ijt der Siinde Sold. Alſo muß auf dem Weibesfamen 
Sünde liegen, freilich nicht eigene — dann hatte er nicht andere be- 
freien fonnen —, fondern die Sünde eben derer, die er befreien will. 
Das hebt ja befonders Bef.53 hervor. Das war auch der Sinn der 
Opfer im Alten Teftament. Auer diefem Heiland ijt feine Mettung. 
Oder weißt du einen andern Weg? Tun wir da nicht recht, diefe Predigt 
bom Rreug gu der einen großen Hauptſache gu madden? Laſſen wir 
un nicht bom Kreug Chrijti auf eigenerwähltes Werk, eigene Zuberei— 
tung uſw. bringen! 


2. 

Der Menſch war gefallen, ein Feind Gottes getworden. Catan 
hatte ifm die Liebe Gottes zweifelhaft gemadt, V. 1 (nicht effen von 
allerlet Bäumen — Gott ijt graujam), BV. 5 (Gott iſt eiferfiidtig). 
Diefe bom Satan ins Menſchenhergz gepflangte Feindſchaft wider Gott 


fann fic) der Menſch nidt aus eigener Kraft aus dem Hergen reigen. 
Wohl werden feine Augen geöffnet, V.7, aber das treibt ihn nicht gu 
Gott mit der Bitte um Vergebung. Im Gegenteil, er flict Feigen- 
blatter gujammen, als fonnte er durch Bedeckung jeiner äußeren Schande 
den inneren Abfall, feine Gottloſigkeit, verdecken. Cr mill feine Ver- 
gebung. — Adam und Cha Hiren die Stimme Gotte3 im Garten; doch, 
ftatt gu ihm gu eilen, berjtecten fie fich bor ihm, weil fie ifm feind find, 
V. 8. Gott fordert fie vor fich, befchuldigt fie der Siinde, predigt ihnen 
das Gejeb. Bringt das fie gur Umfehr? Mein, einer ſchiebt die Schuld 
auf den andern, beide auf Gott, dem fie bitterfeind find und immer 
feinder werden. Weder aus fich ſelbſt fann der Menſch gu Gott fommen, 
feine Feindjdaft wider ihn aufgeben, Mim. 8,7; 7,14; Eph. 2,1.5; 
nod bringt ihn das Gefeb Gott naber, Rim. 4,15; 7,5.8 ff.; Gal. 
3,21. Wie foll ifm denn gebholfen werden? 

Allein Gott fann diefe Feindſchaft aufheben und in ihr Gegenteil 
bertwandeln. Was dem Menfden unmöglich ijt, was aud) das Gefeb 
nicht erreidjen fann, Rim. 8,3, das will Gott tun. Er will Feindſchaft 
ſetzen zwiſchen Satan und Menſchen und eben damit Menfdjen mieder 
gu feinen Freunden, ja gu feinen Rindern machen. Das tut er durch 
Sendung de3 Weibe3famens, der dem Satan die Madht nimmt, Gal. 
4,4. Durd die Predigt von diefem Weibesfamen, der allen Menſchen 
Geredhtigfeit und Leben ertworben Hat, gewinnt Gott das Herg der 
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Menſchen. Durd die Erkenntnis feiner Liebe mirft er Gegenliebe, 
1 Xoh. 4,19; 8, 1 ff. 

Weil eben allein der Weibesfame der Sdhlange den Kopf Zertreten, 
weil allein das Wort bom Kreuz un$ bom Satan befreien und gu Gottes 
Kindern machen fann, twas anders wollen wir predigen als allein 
JEſum, den Gefreugigten? Gott fegne diefe Predigt an unfer aller 
Herzen! ®. 2. 





aa 
—— 


Theological Observer. — Kirchlich-Zeitgeſchichtliches. 


J. Amerika. 


Silbernes Jubiläum unſerer lutheriſchen Kirche in Argentinien. Unter 
dieſer überſchrift berichtete das „Kirchenblatt“ von Porto Alegre, das 
Organ unſers Braſilianiſchen Diſtrikts, gegen Ende des vorigen Jahres: 
„Es find fünfundzwangig Jahre vergangen, ſeit die Miſſouriſynode die 
Arbeit in Argentinien in Angriff genommen hat. Im Jahre 1905 wurde 
P. W. Mahler, der damalige Präſes des Braſilianiſchen Diſtrikts unſerer 
Kirche, von P. v. Mattheſius nach San Juan, Argentinien, gerufen. Ende 
1905, alſo gerade vor fünfundzwanzig Jahren, fam dann P. Wittrock als 
erjter Miſſionar nach diefem Lande. Seitdem Hat fich die Arbeit immer 
mehr ausgedehnt und trog bieler Hinderniſſe mand herrlichen Sieg er- 
rungen. Dabvon legt das Viidhlein, das wir in diefer Nummer angeigen, 
beredt Zeugni3 ab. Wo P. Wittrod friiher allein ftand, dort wirken gegen- 
wärtig 18 Pajtoren; im fommenden Yahre werden e3 borausficdtlid 23 fein, 
da mehrere Stellen, die augenblidlid) vafant find, in nächſter Beit befebt 
twerden follen. Wo vor finfundgwangig Jahren nur eine Gemeinde be- 
ftand, find jebt einige 80 organifierte Gemeinden und Miffionsgemeind- 
lein vorhanden. Der Argentinifde Diftrift hat feit elf Jahren eine Bücher⸗ 
agentur unter der gefdidten eitung P. Krögers. Der ,Rirdenbote’, der 
bon den PP. Hübner, Kröger und Trünow redigiert wird, fteht im 13. Jahr⸗ 
gang. Geit 1926 hat der Diftrift eine eigene Vehranftalt, die ſich die dor- 
tigen Chriſten aus eigenen Mitteln erbaut haben. An der Anjtalt unter- 
ridjten die Profefforen B. Ergang, A. T. Kramer und Hilfslehrer Lang. 
Präſes des Argentinifden Diftrifts ijt P. G. Hübner. Nicht nur in der 
deutſchen Sprade, fondern auch) in der fpanifdjen ijt ſchon Bedeutendes 
geleiftet tworden. Sicherlich find unter dem Gnadenbeijtand Gotte3 alle 
Vorausfebungen gu einem gefunden kirchlichen Weſen vorhanden. So ein 
Glied wird Herrlich gehalten, fo freuen fic) alle Glieder mit!’ Wir in 
Braſilien können e3 deshalb nicht unterlafjen, im Geiſte müſſen wir mit. 
feiern und dem HErrn danfen fiir da3, was er im Nadbarlande durch die 
Predigt feines Wortes geivirkt hat.“ F. P. 

Undermining the Foundations of Christianity.—The Watchman- 
Examiner very aptly summarizes the three present-day tendencies by which 
Modernism seeks to undermine the foundation of Christianity. The brief, 
but true and pithy remarks excellently characterize the spirit of Mod- 
ernism as it is presented by men like Fosdick, Cadman, Bishop McConnell, 
and others. We read: — 

“There is a threefold tendency quite evident to-day. The first is 
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that of reducing Christ to a good man with a great message — the highest 
type of manhood, in whom we have an illustration of what man in himself 
may become. Christ’s vicarious suffering and death on the cross are 
either ignored or repudiated. The second tendency is that of reducing 
Christianity to a system of ethics. The new birth is considered unneces- 
sary. The primary emphasis is placed on one’s relationship to his fellow- 
men. A recent book seeks to lay its emphasis ‘where Paul laid his, not 
on theology, but on morals’! The author is evidently not acquainted with 
Paul’s Epistle to the Romans. The third tendency is that of reducing 
the Church to a mere social organization. Strange how a little truth 
overemphasized can pervert truth in its larger aspects! Such over- 
emphasis has turned many of our churches into club-houses and places 
of entertainment. Over against these modern tendencies is Jesus Christ 
‘the same yesterday, to-day, and forever.’ The Christianity needed for 
our age is apostolic Christianity.” J.T. M. 

When Masonry Calls Jesus Master.— Under this title the Aus- 
tralian Lutheran quotes S. H. Swanson, who writes in the Bible Banner 
(Minneapolis): “Over and over again I have read in books written by 
good Masons that Jesus was a Mason, a Master Mason. When Masons 
call Jesus ‘Master,’ that is what they generally mean. And John the 
Baptist and John the Evangelist are patron saints of Masonry. Take your 
Bible and read the Gospel of St. John and his letters. If after that you 
can imagine either him or that other John led by a cable-tow through 
a Masonry initiation or looking with approval upon such a religious mix- 
ture of paganism, Judaism, and Christianity, I confess that I am at a loss 
to understand your conception of Christianity. In all seriousness I ask: 
Could you imagine John, who wrote the wonderful Gospel of ‘Jesus only,’ 
saying to some Jews, Mohammedans, Buddhists, Confucianists, etc.: ‘I’ll 
respect your religion as much as my own; therefore I’ll not require that 
you believe in Jesus as I do; but we'll get together at one common altar 
and pray to the Great Architect of the Universe, and if each one of you 
will follow to the best of his ability the light which he has and does his 
very best, living every day “on the square,” as it were, we'll all meet in the 
Supreme Lodge by and by’? And if you slipped up behind John the 
Baptist and tied a white apron on him, I think he would still be preaching: 
‘Behold the Lamb of God, which taketh away the sin of the world!’ But 
we digress. We come back to what we were saying — ‘that Jesus was a 
Mason’! During the years until He became thirty, He was being initiated 
and taking Masonic degrees! That is why we do not know anything about 
Him between the years twelve and thirty! You did not know that before? 
Do not take my word for it. Study Masonic writings, like Buck’s, Clymer’s 
The Great Work, and others, including Pike’s.” 

The following quotations are given to prove the statements just made: 
“To this great School [Masonry] Jesus went for His spiritual preparation. 
From it He went forth to preach the Gospel of peace and the kingdom 
of love. ... These records are not open to the public, but only to those 
who are duly and truly prepared, worthy and well qualified, and who can 
establish the right to such confidence. ... When He refused to tell the 
chief priests and scribes by what authority He came among them and per- 
formed such wonders, He was but following the policy of secrecy and silence 
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in strict conformity with the great School.” (From Clymer’s The Great 
Work.) “In all ages a few have lived the life, gained the experience, and 
made the demonstration in complete verification of what our Brother 
Jesus, a Master, said and what has been put on record by one of the 
patron saints of Masonry, St.John.” (Stewart, Symb. Teach., p. 81.) 

The writer continues: “In Christ’s defense against such slanders and 
perverters of truth let me quote a few words from His lips, and let us 
remember that these words are recorded by ‘that patron saint of Masonry 
St. John’: ‘I spake openly to the world; I ever taught in the synagog and 
in the Temple, whither the Jews always resort; and in secret places have 
I said nothing,’ John 18, 20. The same openness He demanded of His 
disciples when He said, ‘What ye hear in the ear, that preach ye upon 
the housetops,’ Matt. 10, 27.” 

The Australian Lutheran concludes: “Much more, of course, might 
be said. Masonry can no more be brought into harmony with Christianity 
than can fire with water. ... Christ says: ‘He that believeth and is 
baptized shall be saved; he that believeth not shall be damned.’ Masonry 
says, ‘Baptism and faith count for nothing; as long as a man has been 
a good Mason, he will be saved.’ Masonry uses Jesus not as a Savior, but 
only as an advertising medium.” (Italics our own.) J.T. M. 

Renins Werke und die Verbreitung der Vibel. Der „Chriſtl. Apologete“ 
teilt mit: „Nach Dr. Deigmann wurden in den lebten Jahren in Sotwjet- 
rupland 18 Millionen Bande von Lenin Werken verbreitet, und gwar in 
36 Spracjen. Das war Berftdrung8arbeit. Demgegeniiber beridhtet die 
Gritijhe und Auslandijde Bibelgeſellſchaft, daß fie in demfelben Beitraum 
95,039,000 Bibeln, Teftamente und Bibelteile in 890 Spraden und Diaz 
leften berbreitet hat. Das war Aufbauarbeit.“ J. T. Me. 

The Lutheran Home Missions Council of America. — This is 
the newest development in American missions,” writes the News Bulletin 
(July 10, 1930); “five Lutheran bodies united to form it in Chicago, July 1 
and 2.” How it came about the News Bulletin explains in the following: 
“Early this year the Board of American Missions of the United Lutheran 
Church issued an invitation to the presidents of the Norwegian Lutheran 
Church, the Augustana Synod, the United Danish Church, the Joint Synod 
of Ohio, and the Iowa Synod to send representatives to consider the ad- 
visability of closer approach and cooperation in Home Missions in America. 
All of them responded favorably and appointed delegates. They met in the 
Hotel Sherman, Chicago, and revealed a harmony of spirit and clarity of 
vision which promise great things.” 

The purpose of the Home Missions Council is stated thus: “All Lu- 
theran bodies in America are to be invited to join the Lutheran Home 
Missions Council. It is to be as widely representative as it can be made. 
No’ group, however small, shall be overlooked. The field is the Western 
Hemisphere. Our aim is to establish and extend the Lutheran Church in 
Canada, the United States, including Alaska, the West Indies, Mexico, 
Central America, and South America. ... They propose no more duplica- 
tion and overlapping of Home Mission congregations anywhere in America. 
This includes relocation of established churches as well as the planting 
of new missions. The Church’s resources of men and money will be safe- 
guarded in this united endeavor. ... The Lutheran Home Missions Coun- 
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cil of America is a high adventure for Christ and His Church. It plans 
comprehensive surveys of the Home Mission fields on these Western shores. 
It is a partnership and cooperative enterprise which stands for steady 
progress. Its controlling purpose is to win America for Christ and to 
establish the kingdom of God in the hearts of men.” 

The Council meets annually on the fourth Tuesday of January. The 
first regular meeting under the new constitution will be held in the Chi- 
cago Lutheran Bible School, January 27, 1931. According to agreement, 
the United Lutheran Church will have eight representatives; the Nor- 
wegian Lutheran Church, five; the American Lutheran Church (Ohio, 
Iowa, Buffalo), five; the Augustana Synod, four; the United Danish 
Church, two. “Thus,” the report reads, “we begin with an enrolment of 
twenty-four.” 

The Lutheran Home Missions Council of America is a high adventure 
in unionism, one of the most phenomenal which the Lutheran Church in 
the Western Hemisphere has ever witnessed. What it means, and what 
it will mean still more in the future, is almost incredible. Practically 
the union of all Lutheran church-bodies in the United States outside the 
Synodical Conference has been consummated; for, while organic union, 
which for many reasons is undesirable, has not taken place, the Lutheran 
Home Missions Council of America presumes fellowship of faith. For 
if church-bodies cooperate in the way the Home Missions Council pro- 
poses, divisive differences can no longer be said to receive recognition. 

In the report on the organization of the Council we read: “We prayed 
together. We counseled together. We planned for the future. Every vote, 
after thorough discussion, was unanimous. We were conscious of the im- 
mediate presence and guidance of the Spirit of God.... We can do won- 
ders for the Kingdom.” J.T. M. 

Unionism Openly Advocated in the United Lutheran Church. — 
The U.L.C. not only tolerates the unionism practised by a portion of its 
members, but the Lutheran even advocates and recommends it. We 
quote from an “Open Letter” published in its issue of August 28, 1930: 
“. , . While we need in America a Church like the Lutheran, that offers 
spiritual comfort and consolation, yet we are also in need of churches 
like the Methodist, that are militantly aggressive in their championship 
of social reform, or the Quaker Church, whose members made such prac- 
tical opposition to slavery. (My own opinion is that, if heaven is re- 
served for only one Church, that Church is the Quaker.) This is no 
criticism of our Lutheran Church; for surely it is also needed, so that 
too much emphasis will not be put upon the social side of religion, but 
it is a criticism of many of our ministers, D.D.’s and otherwise, who 
seemingly feel that anything that is not Lutheran is decidedly inferior. 
They are not inferior, they are merely different and are needed in our 
American life as much as our Church is needed. Let me hasten to add 
that the editorials of the Lutheran do not carry this attitude toward 
other churches that so many of our learned pastors seem to have. Es- 
pecially do I like the sane stand taken by the paper towards prohibition, 
and I only wish that the newspapers, when they quote Lutherans on that 
much-argued question, would quote the Lutheran once in a while as well 
as the Missouri Synod. Hoping to receive the Lutheran for next week 
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(for I consider it and the Western Christian Advocate two extra-good 
weeklies), I am, yours truly, John McCleary. (One whose name shows 
that his Lutheranism was not inherited for many generations and who 
cannot understand why any Lutheran would be so thoroughly Lutheran 
that he cannot work with Methodists, Presbyterians, Baptists, and many 
others, or even join their churches if a Lutheran church were not in his 
neighborhood.) ” 

If the sentiment expressed in the postscript had appeared on the 
editorial page, we would be justified in charging the Lutheran with 
direct advocacy of unionism. As it is, we make the same charge. The 
letter is published without one word of comment. Mr. McCleary needs 
to be set aright. And if the letter was to be published at all, the rebuke 
needed should have accompanied the publication lest some of the readers 
should take comfort in its sentiments. The Lutheran, by its silence, be- 
comes particeps criminis. 

The Lutheran Companion, of the Augustana Synod, is certainly right 
when it says: “If the broadest wing of Lutheranism in our country would 
cease its unionism with other creeds, discipline its clergy as to secretism, 
and stand for a genuine Lutheranism, it would hasten unity.” The Lu- 
theran Standard, publishing and commending the address of President 
Hein which approved of the Companion’s verdict, takes the same stand. 
And the Lutheran Church Herald (Norwegian Lutheran Church) agrees 
with its sister periodicals. It characterized, on September 9, 1930, “the 
more liberal United Church” as “radical in spots where unionism and 
secretism is not only tolerated, but professed.” 

In spots. The testimony of Mr. McCleary to the same effect, that 
“many of our ministers, D.D.’s and otherwise,” take an antiunionistic 
stand, is duly noted, and noted with pleasure. A grave responsibility 
rests upon them. They will not themselves commit unionism. Will they 
tolerate its commission by others? That, too, would be unionism. E. 

The Centennial of the Lutheran Seminary at Columbia, S. C., 
was observed in November of last year. From Dean Voigt’s remarks as 
printed in the Lutheran we glean these facts: The seminary was founded 
by the South Carolina Synod, numbering at that time ten ministers and 
twenty-six congregations. After almost two decades the North Carolina 
Synod began to cooperate in the maintenance of the school. Having first 
found a home at Lexington, S8.C., the seminary, in 1858, was removed to 
Newberry, S.C. During the Civil War it came close to dissolution. After 
the war it was moved from place to place, and in 1872 was located at 
Salem, Va., where it stayed for twelve years. Next we see it back in 
Newberry, then at Mount Pleasant, a suburb of Charleston. Finally, 
in 1911, it was established in Columbia, S.C. In 1889 it had been adopted 
by the United Synod of the South. Viewing the vicissitudes which befell 
this school, it seems certain that there is no theological seminary in the 
Lutheran Church of America which has had such a varied history as this 
institution, which now serves the six Southern synods of the U.L.C. The 
theology taught in it during the early years approximated the Gettys- 
burg type. At present, with Drs. Greever and Voigt in its faculty, the 
seminary has perhaps come closer to the ideal of confessional Lutheran- 
ism than ever before. We wish we could say that it has entirely turned 
its back on the uncertain, wavering position of the U.L.C. A. 





136 Theological Observer. — Kirchlich-Zeitgeſchichtliches. 


Lutheran Seminaries Fellowship Each Other.— Our Lutheran 
exchanges inform us that recently the Association of Lutheran Seminary 
Students met at Capital Seminary, Columbus, O., for its annual conference. 
Eleven institutions were represented: Capitol, Luther (Norwegian), Luther 
(American Lutheran Church), Wartburg, Philadelphia, Waterloo, Augus- 
tana, Chicago, Gettysburg, Augsburg, Hamma. The general subject dis- 
cussed in several of its phases was “Practical Lutheranism.” Prof. A. R. 
Wentz of Gettysburg presented a paper on the Augsburg Confession, Prof. 
Weswig of the Norwegian Luther Seminary spoke on “Practical Lutheran- 
ism and Our Young People,” Prof.L.F.Gruber of the Chicago Seminary 
spoke on “Present-day Religious Unrest,” and Professor Sverdrup of Augs- 
burg on “Effective Seminary Curriculum.” Three Students, representing 
three different institutions, submitted papers dwelling on the development 
of the intellectual and spiritual life of the Lutheran seminarian. In the 
paper from which we take the above details, the resolutions passed are 
thus reported: “The resolutions confirmed the purpose of the conference: 
1) to create a stronger bond of fellowship between the students of the 
various Lutheran seminaries; 2) to maintain and promote a common 
consciousness in faith, life, and theological thought; 3) to broaden the 
vision of seminary students that they might gain a vision of the Lutheran 
Church in its entirety; 4) to make for a more practical application of 
the ‘faith of our fathers.’” Knowing, as we do, that some of the men 
who participated in this gathering are opposed to unionism, at least 
in abstracto, we are at a loss how to account for their willingness to take 
part in a conference of this kind, which, in spite of the common denomi- 
national name claimed by all members, bears all the earmarks of unionism. 
For, however one wishes to justify this gathering, it cannot be denied 
that here a number of people met representing two sections of the Lu- 
theran Church which are opposed to each other on important points, that 
they fellowshiped with each other in the manner of brethren, and that 
they declared it their set purpose to continue in this course. If it is 
argued that the common name affords a sufficient basis for such frater- 
nizing, we must reply that on that basis every union of people who call 
themselves Christians could be defended. Where such a course is pur- 
sued, what, we ask, becomes of the warning of St. Paul against the “little 
leaven which leaveneth the whole lump”? What of all the injunctions 
of the pastoral letters to adhere to sound doctrine? The situation would 
have been different if the meeting had undertaken to remove the existing 
differences by examining them in the light of God’s Word and correcting 
such errors as need correction, although it will be granted that this task 
does not belong to seminarians, but to responsible men whom the Church 
has entrusted with work of this nature. We fear that the conservative 
Lutheran theologians who are sponsoring this conference, doing so with 
the best of intentions, we have no doubt, are sowing the wind and will 
reap the whirlwind, that they are assisting in destroying in their own 
students that sensitiveness and dread with respect to false teaching 
which is a prominent characteristic of Lutheran theology, and that they 
are paving the way for conditions such as almost wrecked the Church 
in the latter half of the eighteenth and at the beginning of the nine- 
teenth century. A. 
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A Remarkable Concession. — Under the heading “Darwinism Is 
Dead” the Golden Book Magazine for July, 1930, cites a passage from 
The History of Biological Theories by Emmanuel Radl (E. J. Hatfield). 
Our readers will be interested in the following sentences: “Ideas are like 
men. They come into the world, but no one knows whence they came; 
they grow and flourish and for a time cherish the illusion of eternal life, 
and then they depart into that land ‘from whose bourn no traveler re- 
turns.’ This was the fate of Aristotelian science, of the ambitious science 
of the eighteenth century, of Cuvier’s ideas, of naturalism; this fate is 
now rapidly overtaking Darwinism. Many still hold that Darwin was 
right and proudly point out that no one has yet given any better explana- 
tion of the facts of animal history. This is true. But Darwinism is not 
being replaced by a better view; it is simply being abandoned. Not one 
of those who had become convinced Darwinists afterward recanted, neither 
Darwin nor Huxley nor Spencer. But they grew old, they vanished from 
the world, and were replaced by new investigators, who had not expe- 
rienced the vital glow aroused by the original Darwinism. Darwin is 
dead; and in that peaceful home to which philosophers from the whole 
world came as pilgrims a girls’ boarding-house (was once) established. 
New names come into prominence, and a revision of values is in prog- 
ress. ... We may sum up the modern position in Driesch’s words: ‘For 
those with insight, Darwinism has been dead for a long time. The last 
pronouncements in its favor were little more than funeral odes inspired 
by the text De mortuis nihil nisi bene; they contained a complete ad- 
mission of the inadequacy of the defense.’ Darwinism as a tyrannic doc- 
trine, which imperiously enchains the minds of men, is dead. But it will 
continue to live as a great intellectual system, worked out by men with 
great minds and of high ideals. In the future it will be included among 
the greatest of the ideas which form the legacy of the past; on it investi- 
gators of the future will train their intellectual talents. ...” 

Our interest was not so much roused by the statement that Darwinism 
was dead. We knew that. We were impressed by the remarkable conces- 
sion that Darwinism in a certain aspect was “a tyrannic doctrine, which 
imperiously enchains the minds of men.” Darwinism, once hailed as the 
truth which was to make men free from superstition and prejudice, to 
free men from the chains and fetters of Jewish traditions regarded as 
religious tenets, this Darwinism is described by one of its admirers as 
a tyrannic doctrine, enchaining the minds of men! What a remarkable 
concession! Nor does the author hold out any hope that men will in future 
be freed from this slavery to tyrannical doctrines similar to Darwinism. 
The views replacing dead and abandoned Darwinism are no better views, 
mind you. The author concedes “that no one has yet given any better 
explanation of the facts of animal history.” He assures us that Dar- 
winism “will continue to live as a great intellectual system, worked out 
by men with great minds and of high ideals”; “it will be included among 
the greatest of the ideas which form the legacy of the past.” Now, the 
point we wish to make is this: If Darwinism, this great achievement of 
man’s mind, was a tyrannic doctrine, imperiously enchaining the minds 
of men, will any of the newer views, which are conceded to be no better 
than the opinion they are replacing, do more for men than tyrannically, 
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imperiously, to enslave their minds? Having run their course, having 
cherished the illusion of eternal life, having fettered the minds of men, 
enchained their intellect, enslaved their reason, these theories finally die 
and depart into that land from whose bourn no traveler returns! What, 
then, will become of their poor, deluded followers? A prospect more dis- 
couraging, more hopeless, we cannot imagine.— After all, there is but 
one truth that makes us free indeed —the truth spoken by Christ in His 
Word, the incorruptible Word of God, “which liveth and abideth forever.” 
“This is the Word which by the Gospel is preached unto you,” 1 Pet. 1, 23. 25. 
T.L. 

Present Church and Theological Situation.— Under this head, 
Mrs. C. A. Mason, in the Watchman-Haaminer, issues an earnest warning 
against the encroachments of Modernism in the Baptist demoninations 
of our country. The rapid spread of Modernism since 1907 she attributes 
largely to the liberalistic Divinity School of the Chicago University, which 
its first president, Dr.R. Harper, has imbued most thoroughly with the 
virus of infidelity. What his associates and followers urged in place of 
traditional Christianity a few excerpts show: — 

“Out of those centers (universities) will come a new interpretation 
of life and religion. The Church teachings cannot be cast into the mold 
of antiquated dogma and command respect. They must undergo the most 
thoroughgoing criticism and be brought before the bar of reason to answer 
for themselves. The New Testament story of supernatural birth, miracle, 
resurrection, is an antiquated affair, a relic that is worthless to cultivated 
classes. ... Historical science must repudiate the entire supernaturalist 
position. ... The hypothesis of God has become superfluous in every science, 
even that of religion itself. ... An intelligent man who now affirms his 
faith in miracle can hardly know what intellectual honesty means.” (Prof. 
George B. Foster, Chicago.) 

“The Bible is not now, and has not been in the past, an authority in 
any sense of the word.” (Prof. Frank Lewis, Crozer.) 

“Jesus was the child of his time, a merely human Christ, who does 
no more and no less than interpret to us the eternal revelation of God 
in human nature. ... In Foreign Missions increased emphasis is being 
placed on the claims of the political and social future of the non-Christian 
peoples. ... The missionary enterprise is rapidly being conceived as a demo- 
cratic social program.” (Prof. G. Birney Smith, Chicago.) 

“The Greeks had all that was important to religion, and, in fact, 
Socrates and Plato were in some respect in advance of Christ.” (Pro- 
fessor Shorey.) 

“On any sane philosophy this universe is engaged in a business too 
vast to be solicitous about merely individual desires.” (Dr. Harry LE. 
Fosdick.) 

In criticism of these pronouncements of the sheerest kind of unbelief 
by Baptist Church leaders, Mrs. Mason writes: — 

“These glimpses into the modernist mind seem to indicate that, while 
those who hold these views have a perfect right so to do, they can hardly 
at the same time call themselves Baptists. For the essentials are seen 
to be the rejection of the supernatural in toto, including the deity of Jesus 
and the authority and integrity of the Scriptures. In the second place, 
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what preparation, if any, had been made among Baptists at large in the 
first and second decades of the new century for the new teaching? Had 
their point of view been undergoing any modifications favorable to its 
acceptance? Inevitably. Since they are living in this highly privileged 
scientific century, they cannot remain untouched by its spirit. The young 
people of Baptist families, being taught psychology in their schools, learn 
that sin is an obsolete notion and that religion has nothing to do with the 
New Testament and its doctrine of salvation and a risen Christ, ‘so lacking 
in objective reality.’ It may further be said that no spiritual conviction 
is likely to be widely operative when the urge towards material comfort, 
enjoyment, and advantage has become so overwhelming as it has to-day. 
These and other characteristics of our mechanistic age have had their 
part in bringing about important modifications of the original Baptist 
singleness of mind, modifications which contribute to facile reception of 
a reversal of the principles for which their fathers fought and bled. For 
it cannot be denied that Puritan restraints and coercions a generation ago 
became a thing of the past and that the conception of ‘a regenerate church- 
membership’ is largely lost.” 

Regarding the effects of the attack of modernistic infidelity on the 
“faith of the fathers,” the writer ventures the following gloomy fore- 
cast: — 

“Those who compose the modernized wing among Baptists consider 
themselves by no means unethical in their position. They have been, and 
are still, fiercely accused of ‘boring from within,’ of using their position 
within the denomination for purposes of propaganda subversive of the 
Baptist faith and the like. But a certain latitude of the use of pious 
strategy has always been allowed in the formative phrases of a new cult. 
The insistent fling: ‘You are Unitarians. You have no right to call 
yourselves Baptists. Why do you not go where you belong?’ leaves the 
‘enlightened’ unperturbed, unresentful. They will bide their time. They 
might, indeed, execute a wholesale exodus into the Unitarian fold. They 
would be warmly welcomed. They are already cordially affiliated. But 
they can show a more excellent way than this would be. The present 
method finds endorsement among Unitarian leaders themselves, one of 
whom, alluding to nominally evangelical men and women who have aban- 
doned their ancient faith, but not their church-membership, says: — 

“*A good many Unitarians are doing more good where they are 
than they can do anywhere else. They are undoubtedly capturing strong- 
holds that we could never carry by direct attack. They are the Modern- 
ists of Protestants who are working within the fold.... We want more 
of them, and we want them where they are.’ 

“Per contra, why should the Modernists within the Baptist ranks 
precipitate a movement to attach their own religious body, numbering 
more than 8,000,000 communicants, to another of far less ancient lineage, 
numbering less than 120,000 members? The fact that, as the Union could 
not exist half slave and half free, so the Baptist denomination cannot 
exist permanently half evangelical and half modernist is now obvious. 
A break must come. Dr. Shailer Mathews thinks ten years will bring 
about the necessary realignment. ‘The older type of confessional Chris- 
tianity,’ he foresees, ‘will not disappear immediately, but it will be in- 
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creasingly ineffective. The Modernist movement can hardly fail to pro- 
ceed.’ The head of the Baptist Divinity School of Chicago knows whereof 
he affirms. Modernism is at the helm in the new system of church govern- 
ment, as it is also in many of the more important so-called Baptist schools 
and colleges of the North. H.G. Wells mournfully says: “The Bible has 
lost hold, but nothing has arisen to take its place. That is the gravest 
aspect of the matter. It was the cement with which our Western com- 
munities were built and by which they were held together.’ ” 

A final thought is given to a modus operandi by which the “genuine, 
old-fashioned Baptists of the evangelical type should meet the situation.” 
But it is here that the inherent weakness of American Fundamentalism 
reveals itself. On perusing the writer’s clear and emphatic denuncia- 
tion of Modernism, we had expected that, having analyzed the tragic 
situation so thoroughly, she would suggest perhaps Spurgeon’s method 
of witnessing against error. But that step American Fundamentalism is 
unwilling to take, and it is for this reason that the prophecy of Shailer 
Mathews that “the modernistic movement can hardly fail to proceed” 
may come true. A half-hearted combat will never save evangelical faith 
from the destructive forces of Modernism. As did Spurgeon in his day, 
so to-day the Baptist Fundamentalists must come out from among them 
and be separate; in other words, they must abandon their program of 
unionism. J.T. M. 


Why Methodists Are Modernists.—Dr. A. C. Knudson’s dogmatical 
work The Doctrine of God, which is an exponent of extreme Modernism, 
is being advertised in Methodist periodicals as follows: “This is a book 
of masterly scholarship, which increases its tempo and power, reaching 
a brilliant climax in the treatment of the Trinity. It is the first really 
great book written by an American on the doctrine of God in the past 
quarter century.” No wonder Modernism flourishes in the Methodist 
Church. For a review on the book see ConcorDIA THEOLOGICAL MONTHLY, 
Vol. I, No. 12. J.T. M. 


The Difficulty of Formulating a Creed Confessing and Denying 
the Deity of Christ.— Peter had no difficulty in expressing his faith 
in the deity of Jesus. “Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living God,” 
Matt. 16, 16. John had no difficulty. “This is the true God and eternal 
life,” 1 John 5, 20. The framers of the Nicene Creed easily found suit- 
able words. “Jesus Christ, God of God, Light of Light, very God of very 
God.” The Small Catechism has words of clear, unmistakable meaning. 
“Jesus Christ, true God, begotten of the Father from eternity.” Dr. H. S. 
Coffin, president of Union Seminary, finds it an easy matter to give ex- 
pression to his belief that Jesus was just a man. But he finds himself 
in difficulties when he attempts to formulate a statement which would 
declare that Jesus, while not true God, is still true God. A review of an 
article by him had stated: “The article is written from the standpoint 
that Christ is just a man, a very remarkable man, it is true; but there 
is not a single clear-cut assertion to His deity. ‘Jesus kept constantly 
drawing on the universe for the resources which He needed to be Him- 
self.’... He does indeed use the word Son, but it is clear that this is not 
meant to imply the godhood of Jesus Christ. Anointing with the Spirit, 
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Virgin Birth, a preexistent Word made flesh, these are called ‘first-cen- 
tury metaphors.’ ... No one who believes in the deity of Christ would 
or could have written this article.” That drew the following indignant 
protest from Dr. Coffin: “Editor, The Presbyterian: In a review of the 
book Ventures in Belief, in your number of October 9 [1930], the reviewer, 
after paying his respects to an article which I contributed to that col- 
lection upon ‘The Meaning of Jesus,’ concludes: ‘No one who believes in 
the deity of Christ would or could have written this article.’ MayI simply 
venture to call his attention, and the attention of your readers, to the 
concluding sentence in my article: ‘In view of all that Jesus has done 
for mankind and of all that He continues to be to those who trust Him, 
we cannot express our conviction by saying less than that in Him God 
has come among us in His fulness and given us His very Self’? If this 
is not faith in the deity of Christ, I simply am incapable of expressing it. 
Henry 8S. Coffin.” 

Dr. Coffin has not succeeded in formulating the creed needed. A man 
who does not believe in the preexistence of Christ (“begotten of the Father 
from eternity”) nor in the atonement cannot formulate a statement that 
covers both his unbelief and the truth that Jesus Christ is “very God 
of very God.” Fortunately human language has been so constructed by 
the Creator that the denial of a fact cannot at the same time serve for 
an assertion of the fact. That concluding sentence, summarizing the 
entire article with all its denials, cannot be expressive of a real deity 
of Christ. What the reviewer said of the entire article covers also the 
concluding statement: “The deity of Christ is antipodes away from that 
pantheistic, evolutionary conception of Schleiermacher and his followers.” 

William Adams Brown is confronted with the same difficulty. His 
creed even contains the words: “Jesus is God incarnate.” But lest that 
phrase conflict with the belief that Jesus is not “very God of very God,” 
the creed runs thus: “When we say that Jesus is God incarnate, it is 
our way of reminding ourselves that in Jesus God is teaching us by ex- 
ample. ... To believe in the deity of Christ means to make Jesus norma- 
tive both for our thought of God and for our experience of God. ... When 
we say that we believe in the deity of Christ, we do not mean that God 
is in Jesus quantitatively, as one can put jewels in a box, but that He is 
in Him qualitatively, as the sun’s light is in the sun’s rays.” (Beliefs 
that Matter, pp. 106. 113. 115.) Dr. Brown feels that he has not quite 
solved the difficulty. He says, on page 116: “Christians who approach 
Jesus from these different angles often find it difficult to understand one 
another.” Surely; we cannot understand this new human language. 

How does the creed of S. Parkes Cadman read? He unhesitatingly 
uses the phrase, “His only-begotten Son Jesus Christ.” At the same time 
he teaches Subordination. This is the best he can do: “Jesus was and is 
the finest example of oneness known to history. He was also a great 
Brother because he was a perfect Son. He taught that all human beings 
are brothers, since they are the children of God, their Father. If we be- 
lieve in His teaching we find in its practise an unequaled program for 
life. We are to live as brothers and as sons. Brotherhood means service 
and sonship means love, obedience, and faith.” (Answers to Hvery-day 
Questions, pp. 247. 174. 37.) We find it difficult to understand one another. 
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H. E. Fosdick also insists that he believes in the divinity or even the 
deity of Jesus. (“We need not quibble, either, about a supposed difference 
that is not really there between His deity and His divinity,” Modern Use 
of the Bible, p. 268.) He would refer the doubters to the eighth lecture 
in his book Modern Use, entitled “Jesus, the Son of God.” He believes that 
Jesus was just a man. He will not accept the “very God of very God” 
of the Nicene Creed. “Of course, they made this declaration in terms 
of current philosophy. ... It never would occur to me to use the Nicene 
Creed as the natural expression of my faith.” Jesus is not very God. 
Yet He is divine, the Son of God. The creed that reconciles the contra- 
diction is built on the modern doctrine of the pantheistic immanence of 
God and runs thus: “Wherever you look at the underlying presupposi- 
tions of men’s thinking about God to-day, you find, not the old dualism 
against which the ancient Church had so long and fierce a conflict, but 
a gladly recognized affinity between God and man. In our theology no 
longer are the divine and human like oil and water that cannot mix; 
rather, all the best in us is God in us. This makes faith in the divine 
Christ infinitely easier than it was under the old regime. ... The presup- 
position of all our thinking is the conviction, not that there is a vast dis- 
tance between God and man, but that God and man belong together and 
in each other are fulfilled.... The God who was in Jesus is the same God 
who is in us. You cannot have one God and two kinds of divinity” 
(pp. 266 ff.). If this is not faith in the deity of Christ, Dr. Fosdick might 
also say, I simply am incapable of expressing it.— The case of Dr. Fosdick 
is aggravated by the fact that he quibbles not only when employing the 
term “Jesus, the Son of God,” but also when using the term “God.” “The 
New York Times, in its religious department, said within a few months 
that on a recent Sunday Dr. Fosdick in his sermon said: ‘You may be sur- 
prised when I, a minister, say to you that it does not matter very much 
whether you believe in God or not.’” (Watchman-Ewaminer, October 3, 
1929.) It means that he does not believe in a personal God. 

The Presbyterian of October 9, 1930, submitted a selection of grand 
and glorious titles the unbeliever is willing to bestow upon Jesus. Pilate 
called Him “the man without fault”; Diderot called Him “the unsur- 
passed”; Napoleon called Him “the emperor of love”; David Strauss, 
“the highest model of religion”; John Stuart Mill, “the guide of human- 
ity”; Leckey, “the highest pattern of virtue”; Pecaut, “the Holy One 
before God”; Martineau, “the divine flower of humanity”; Renan, “the 
greatest among the sons of men”; Theodore Parker, “the youth with God 
in his heart”; Francis Cobb, “the regenerator of humanity”; Robert Owen 
called Him “the irreproachable.” Add to the list Coffin, Brown, Cadman, 
Fosdick. They may employ higher-sounding titles, but refusing to confess 
that Jesus is true God, begotten of the Father from eternity, very God 
of very God, they belong, as creed-makers, in the Pilate-David Strauss- 
Robert Owen class. E. 

Is Chiliasm an Open Question? — Some of the present-day Fun- 
damentalists wish to have it regarded as such. They wish to see Chiliasm 
tolerated, even if they themselves do not accept it. That seems to be the 
view underlying the following editorial remarks in the Watchman-Ha- 
aminer : — 
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“We are amazed at the number of men who sneer whenever the sub- 
ject of our Lord’s return is mentioned. Some professed disciples of Jesus 
among us have a positive aversion to the subject. They have no hesita- 
tion in declaring that they do not believe in the coming, which, beyond 
all doubt, is emphatically taught in the New Testament. Their antago- 
nism to all ‘this second-coming nonsense’ knows no bounds, and their 
choicest sneers are reserved for ‘those premillennialists,’ among whom might 
be numbered such scholars as Alford, such preachers as Spurgeon, and 
such saints as Gordon. 

“We are not insisting that all Christian men shall agree as to the 
interpretation of the Scripture teaching concerning Christ’s second com- 
ing, but we do insist that a doctrine so interwoven with the thought of 
the New Testament is too sacred and too sublime to be laughed out of 
court. Furthermore, we do insist that consecrated and able men who 
find joy for themselves, and give joy to others, by preaching the immi- 
nence of Christ’s visible return to the earth should not be made the butt 
of ridicule. Some men who strongly believe in the immediate coming of 
Christ are, it is true, not patterns of New Testament charity and would 
be found with bitterness on their lips should Christ suddenly appear. 
We plead for Christian courtesy and for the manifestation of the spirit 
of Christ.” 

We, of course, agree with the writer of the above remarks when he 
pleads for Christian courtesy and for the manifestation of the spirit of 
Christ in polemics. An error, however, is an error, and no amount of 
Christian courtesy can change that fact. Chiliasm is wrong, and Chris- 
tian forbearance and charity cannot make it right. It is overlooked by 
our contemporary that Chiliasm is clearly anti-Scriptural. Prof. M. T. 
Winkler of the Lutheran Seminary in Adelaide, Australia, writing in 
the Australasian Theological Review (Vol. I, No. 3), shows quite con- 
vincingly that the Chiliasts, while wishing to be loyal to the Scriptures, 
become disloyal to them, inasmuch as they do not treat them fairly. He 
has summarized the matter in these three points: 1. The definite state- 
ments of the New Testament that certain Old Testament prophecies are 
fulfilled are not final to them (the Chiliasts); 2. they positively distort 
clear passages of the New Testament in order to support their views; 
3. they continually introduce these distortions into clear texts which in 
themselves disprove their theories. A. 

The Reformation and American Liberty.—The protest of Father 
Burke against the letter of congratulation sent by President Hoover to 
the Lutherans on their celebration, on October 31, 1930, of the anniversary 
of the Protestant Reformation and the four-hundredth anniversary of the 
reading of the Augsburg Confession, led to a general discussion in various 
newspapers throughout our country of the contribution of the Reforma- 
tion to the making of America. The News Bulletin of the Publicity Bureau 
of the National Lutheran Council, in its November issue, publishes a com- 
prehensive symposium of editorial comment, in which occur several ex- 
pressions that are of more than passing value. The Post (Chicago, Ill.) 
comments : — 

“In the perspective of the centuries it ought to be possible to view 
the historic importance of the Protestant Reformation without engender- 
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ing ill feeling. Its effects upon the thoughts of men, upon social and 
governmental institutions, were too profound to be ignored. That it ex- 
tended to American life is beyond controversy, and that the vast majority 
of Americans rejoice in certain of its consequences is unquestionably true. 
Separation of Church and State is an American principle, which, together 
with religious liberty, has embodiment in the Constitution of the United 
States. It is beside the point to argue that Luther did not believe in this 
separateness. The principle evolved out of the movement which he in- 
augurated. It is not necessary to approve all that grew from the seed 
he planted in order to pay tribute to this cherished American policy or 
to recognize gratefully the part he had in furnishing impulse for its de- 
velopment.” 

The Christian Science Monitor (Boston, Mass.) says, in part: — 

“Certainly the great body of Americans— including many Roman 
Catholic citizens — recognizes that as Americans they owe a debt to the 
Reformation. But for it there would be a state church in the United 
States to-day, entailing conditions which many citizens have escaped by 
emigrating from their native lands. But for it there never would have 
developed the very foundation of religious freedom, the necessity for tol- 
erating another creed. But for the Reformation political liberty, that 
flower of individual freedom of thought, would not have blossomed as it 
has. But for it there would have been no public school, the keystone of 
democracy. But for it the very clause of the Constitution to which the 
Welfare Council appeals never would have been written; for there would 
have been ‘an establishment of religion,’ a single Church, without thought 
or necessity for toleration of another.” 

These statements are all the more noteworthy since they appear in 
papers which certainly are in no way prejudiced through Lutheran in- 
fluence on behalf of the Reformation. J.T. M. 

Battologizing Prayers.— The Lutheran Church Herald sounds an 
earnest warning against “battologizing prayers.” We quote in part: — 

“The most perfect and unattainable in prayer is, of course, the ‘Our 
Father’ of our Lord Jesus. How simple, and yet how wonderfully intimate 
is it not! 

“In the Reformed Churches the pastor is supposed to have what they 
call the morning prayer. To no small extent this has also become cus- 
tomary within some of our congregations, and these prayers are but too 
often painful to listen to because their elaborate, artificial, verbose char- 
acter gives the impression that the pastor is talking against time, that 
it is part of his task to occupy just so much time in telling the Lord 
just what is what. The childish simplicity, the confident intimacy of 
the child toward its father, has entirely been lost sight of, and just these 
two features are, to my mind, the essential characteristics of the child’s 
call to the Father in heaven. 

“Our Lord Jesus has Himself warned us against the use of many 
words. In Matt. 6,7 we find the warning. The Greek word for it is 
battologein. Let us try and give heed to this warning. I am well aware 
that there are special occasions that may call for prayers that neces- 
sarily must partake of a vocabulary of a more elaborate character. But 
even here a reform is needed; for but too often we hear many words 
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and very little sense, see too much spasmodic closing of the eyes, much 
contortion of the face, and very little real edification. 

“Why cannot our Lutheran pastors at least adhere to the Lutheran 
custom also in this respect? Whoever prays in public, trying to voice 
the needs and emotions of the audience they are about to address, should 
take this warning of the Lord to heart. Let them, as briefly as possible, 
and as concisely as possible, submit their cause to the Father ‘who 
knoweth what things ye have need of before ye ask Him.’ Beware of 
battologizing, needless repetition of words and phrases that can mean 
nothing to God and are irksome to an audience at worship. 

“Now, some may think that a warning of this kind is out of place; 
I maintain it is timely. When a pastor steps into his pulpit he is there 
to bring to thirsty souls the Water of Life, to bring the greatest mes- 
sage that can be delivered to an audience. If the pastor feels this, — he 
certainly ought to,— he knows that he is under a responsibility as great 
as any ever entrusted to man. He has been given the high ambassador- 
ship of God to man, and woe be to him if he garbles the message. . . . 
Feeling this, he will make his prayer a cry as out of the depths to the 
Father in heaven for himself and his flock, a prayer so far removed from 
some of those heard off and on as earth is from heaven. These prayers 
will not be the verbose stilt-walking on more or less obsolete dictionary 
words, but real prayers, such as Dr. Luther’s sacristy prayer or the beau- 
tiful, concise collects of our church service, prayers that very, very few 
of our moderns can improve upon. Beware of battologizing!” J.T. M. 

Magic or Superstition? — A writer in the Commonweal, using the 
caption “Religion, Magic, and Science,” after mentioning the charge of 
Dean Inge that the Roman Church is the antithesis of Christianity, ex- 
amines the attack made on Romanists by the Anglican Bishop of Birming- 
ham, who among other things has declared that in the celebration of the 
Holy Eucharist Roman priests are guilty of performing, and their par- 
ishioners of joining in the practise of, magic. In his defense the writer 
gives a definition and description of magic. It will be worth while if we 
here reproduce this part of his article. Drawing on the book by Dr. Mali- 
nowski, an authority on magic, he says: — 

“The idea underlying the practise of magic is that of human power, 
not of human impotence. Man, so it is said, possesses certain occult 
powers by the exercise of which he can control and command the powers 
of nature with which he comes in contact. These powers are possessed 
by certain persons (magicians). They are brought into play by means 
of certain rites, spells, incantations, etc., and it is absolutely necessary 
that these spells should be used with the utmost fidelity and accuracy, 
otherwise the magic won’t work. Magic is always used for a definite 
purpose. To obtain the death of an enemy or the recovery of a sick per- 
son, to insure a plentiful harvest and ward off the attacks of pests, to 
obtain a prosperous fishing season and prevent storm and shipwreck — 
these are the sorts of things for which magic is employed. 

“Magic can be employed only by men, and the magic itself, the spell 
(and this is the point on which Dr. Malinowski lays stress), is absolutely 
effective. Of its very nature it produces iufallibly the desired result; 
the power of the wielder of magic is supreme. If it fails of its effects, 
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as of course it often does, it is either because some error has been made 
in the delivery of the spell, or some opposing magician has been at work 
to cancel its effect.” 

On the basis of this definition it is plain that we ought not to say 
Roman Catholic priests practise magic when they celebrate the Lord’s 
Supper. But while we have to absolve them of this charge, we have to 
raise another one, which is equally serious, namely, that their celebra- 
tion of the Lord’s Supper is based on superstition (Aberglaube), because 
they, without any authority in the divine Word, merely because their 
Church has so decreed, believe that bread and wine are changed into 
the holy body and blood of our Savior. When a person holds that such 
miraculous events as the one referred to happen and he has neither Scrip- 
ture proof nor any other evidence that is valid for this view, we have 
to say that he is superstitious. A. 

The Truth about “German Atrocities.“ — In view of the wide 
dissemination given black calumnies against the Germans during the 
World War, it will be considered perfectly appropriate if we reprint 
a few sentences from an article in Current History by P. W. Wilson, who 
uses the caption “Some Historical Forgeries.” “In his book Falsehood 
in Wartime Lord Ponsonby, labor peer, has analyzed some of the stories 
reflecting on Germany which were used as verbal ammunition by the 
allies. He finds that the inquiry led by Cardinal Mercier at the in- 
stance of the Pope failed to produce one case of a German’s violating 
a Belgian nun or cutting off a baby’s hands. ‘The crucified Canadian’ was 
sometimes a girl and sometimes an American. In 1919 Private E. Loader, 
Second Royal West Kent Regiment, wrote to a weekly, declaring that 
he had seen a crucified Canadian. It turned out that there was no such 
private in the regiment and that during the whole war the regiment 
had served in India. The story of the Kadaverwertungsanstalt (corpse- 
utilization establishment) in Germany arose originally out of a genuine 
misunderstanding. Kadaver was translated corpse, whereas, according 
to the German contention, it means carcass, that is, the body of the ani- 
mal, not of a human being. ... As reported in the New York Times of 
October 20, 1925, General J. V. Charteris explained the use which the in- 
telligence department made of these hideous accounts. One day he re- 
ceived two photographs, one showing German wounded on a train and the 
other showing dead horses. He changed the captions, thus suggesting 
that the human beings were to be utilized for products. Also, he ex- 
plained, as reported, that the intelligence department prepared a bogus 
diary, assumed to have been taken from a German soldier, which would 
have confirmed the story of the corpses, but that it was held to be too 
dangerous to promulgate this fabrication. While it is not the fact, then, 
that General Charteris invented the story, he appears, on his own con- 
fession, to have manufactured evidence of its plausibility for use espe- 
cially among Eastern peoples.” A. 

The Present-Day Attitude of Americans toward Religious 
Truth. — In an article printed in the Forwm, J.T. Adams portrays the 
position the average American takes with respect to truth. While it is 
not particularly religious truth that he is speaking of and while there 
are some things in his article that are abominable, there is much in his 
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sketch which strikes one as just criticism and as directly applicable to 
the religious situation in our country. He says: “Our American philos- 
ophy has always tended toward pragmatism. The ‘booster’ seemed to fit 
into the ethical and intellectual order of things, whereas the realistic 
critic was hurled into outer darkness by economic powers. Not to claim 
that your own ugly town was a city beautiful, that it was bound to be- 
come a cultured metropolis in ten years, that everything was for the 
best, was to become a suspected social pariah. Luck, hope, emotion, 
seemed to be better than critical thought.” Continuing in this strain, 
he shows that our people are swayed more by emotional appeals than 
by considerations based on real truth. This, it strikes us, exactly char- 
acterizes the attitude of the average American when questions of religion 
confront him, whether he is a member of a Church or not. Instead of 
ascertaining what our only infallible authority in affairs pertaining to 
the realm of the spirit has to say, the vow populi, that which pieases 
everybody, is made the arbiter. The question asked is not, What does 
the Bible teach? but, What will work in our community? What type 
of religion will the people accept? This tendency accounts for the preach- 
ing of moral platitudes instead of the Gospel-message, because it is held 
that such preaching will have a universal appeal. It accounts, further- 
more, for the wave of unionism sweeping over the land and battering 
down barriers between churches; for if there is anything that is popular 
in our age, it is the declaration that, however men may differ in religious 
views, their differences do not matter and they can all worship together 
in one great brotherhood, their peculiar religious beliefs notwithstanding. 
It is the day of the “booster,” who calls upon men to leave behind their 
narrow religious prejudices and to march ahead to greater things, fighting 
for the common welfare under a common banner. The people who remind 
themselves and others that the great God has given us directives as to 
our work which must not be violated or ignored, are looked at askance 
as a disturbing factor. In the last analysis, this attitude signifies that 
one refuses to follow the dictates of truth and rather would be guided 
by what is pleasant and effective according to our human way of thinking. 
From such a stand may God mercifully deliver us! A. 


II. Ausland. 


Seit dem Siindenfall gibt es nur einen Heil8weg. über diefe in 
der Geiligen Schrift Har geoffenbarte Wahrheit bringt die „Freikirche“ 
bom 7. Degember v. J. die folgenden Zeugniffe aus der Apologie der Wugs- 
burgijden Konfeſſion bei: „Solcher Glaube und Vertrauen auf Gottes 
Barmbergigkeit mird als der grofte, heiligſte Gottesdienft gepreifet, fon- 
derlich in Propheten und Pfalmen. Denn wiewohl das Geſetz nicht vor- 
nehmlid) predigt Gnade und Vergebung der Giinde wie das Changelium, 
fo find dod) die Verheifungen von dem fiinftigen Chriſto von einem Paz 
triarden auf den andern geerbet, und [fie] haben gewußt, aud geglaubt, 
daß Gott durch den gebenedeiten Gamen, durch Chriftum, wollte Segen, 
Gnade, Heil und Troft geben. Darum, fo fie verftunden, dak Chriſtus 
follte der Scab fein, dadurch unfere Sünde begahlt werden follte, haben fie 
gewußt, daß unfere Werke eine foldje groke Schuld nicht begahlen finnten. 
Darum haben fie Vergebung der Siinde, Gnade und Heil ohne alles Ver- 











148 Theological Observer. — Kirchlich⸗Zeitgeſchichtliches. 


dient empfangen und find durch den Glauben an die göttliche Verheipung, 
an da8 Evangelium von Chrifto, felig getworden al8 wohl als wir oder 
die Heiligen im Neuen Teftament. Daher fommt’s, daß diefe Worte Barm⸗ 
hergigteit’, ,Giite’, ,Glaube’ fo oft in den Pfalmen und Propheten wieder⸗ 
holt werden, als [gum Beifpiel] im 180. Pfalm: .So du willſt, HErr, 
adthaben auf die Miffetat, HErr, wer wird beftehen?’ Da bekennt David 
feine Giinde, riihmt nicht biel Verdienft, fagt aud weiter: Denn bei dir 
ift die Vergebung, dak man dich fiirdte.’ Da fühlt er wieder Troft und 
verläßt fic) auf Gnade und Barmbergigfeit, verläßt fich auf die gottlide 
Bufage und ſpricht: Meine Seele harret des HErrn, und ich hoffe auf 
fein Wort.“ Und aber[mal]: Meine Seele wartet dod auf den HErrn.‘ 
Das ift, dietweil du verheifen Haft Vergebung der Giinde, fo halte ich mid 
an die Zuſage, fo verlafje und mage ich mich auf die gnadige Verheifung. 
Darum werden die heiligen Patriarchen bor Gott fromm und heilig aud 
nicht durchs Gefek, fondern durd Gottes Zuſage und durch den Glauben.“ 
(Miller, S. 97.) „Erſtlich ijt die Verheißung der Gnade oder das erjte 
Evangelium Adam gugefagt: Ich will Feindfdaft feben’ uſp. Hernach 
fin) Wbraham und andern atriarden von demfelbigen Chrijto Ver- 
Heigungen gefdjehen, welche denn die Propheten hernach gepredigt [haben], 
und gulebt ift diefelbige VerheiRung der Gnade durch Chriftum felbjt, als 
er nun fommen tar, gepredigt unter den Quden und endlich durch die 
Apoftel in alle Welt ausgebreitet. Denn durch den Glauben an das 
Evangelium oder an die Zuſage von Chriſto find alle Patriarden, alle 
Heiligen bon Anbeginn der Welt, gerecht vor Gott worden und nit um 
ihrer Reue oder Leid oder einigerlei Werke willen.” (©.175.) ,,Denn die 
Patriarden und Heiligen im Alten Teftament find auch geredht worden und 
Gott verſöhnt durd den Glauben an die Verheißung von dem gufiinftigen 
Chrifto, durch welchen Heil und Gnade verheißen ward, gleidwie wir im 
Neuen Teftament durd den Glauben an Chriftum, der da offenbart ijt, 
Gnade erlangen. Denn alle Glaubigen von Anbeginn haben geglaubt, 
dak ein Opfer und Begahlung fiir die Sünde gefdehen würde, namlid 
Chrijtus, welcher fiinftig und berheigen war, wie Sefaias am 58. [Rapitel] 
fagt: ,Wenn er feine Seele wird geben ein Schuldopfer fiir die Siinde* uſw.“ 
(G. 261.) 

Die una via salutis feit dem Giindenfall der Menſchen wurde auch 
bei der Gedachinisfeier des finfundfiebgigjahrigen Beſtehens unſers Hft- 
lichen Dijtrifts behandelt. Yn den Bericht ijt u.a. folgendes aufgenommen 
tworden: „Es hat feit dem Giindenfall nie einen andern Weg gur Gnade 
Gotte3 und gur Geligfeit gegeben als den Glauben an Chriftum, den 
Gott felbjt gum Mittler zwiſchen ſich und dem ſchuldigen Menſchengeſchlecht 
gemadt hat. Die irren fehr, weldje meinen, daß gur Beit de3 Wlten Tefta- 
mentS die Menfden auf dem Wege des Gefebe3, das ijt, ihrer eigenen 
Werke, felig getworden feien. Mein, nicht alfo!l Gott hat — nad Be- 
ftrafung der Giinde de3 Abfalls — Adam und Cba und dem gangen 
Menſchengeſchlecht fofort die Verheißung von dem Weibesfamen gegeben, 
der der Sdlange den Kopf gertreten, aljo Sündenſchuld und Tod, die durd 
des TeufelS Verfiihrung in die Menfdentwelt eingedrungen maren, abtun 
twerde. Dieſes Coangelium ijt aud bon allen Propheten des Alten Tefta- 
ments tatſächlich gelehrt worden. Das ift nicht eine Cintragung in 
die Gefdhidte des Alten Teftaments, wie auch moderne Lutheraner be- 
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hauptet haben, fondern die ausdriidlide Lehre der Heiligen Sehrift. Der 
Apoftel Petrus begeugt im Haufe des Hauptmanns Kornelius: Von diefem 
[JEſu] geugen alle Propheten, dak durd) feinen Namen alle, die an ifn 
glauben, BVergebung der Giinden empfahen follen’, Apoſt. 10, 43. Die 
Schrift begeugt ferner, dak die Kinder Gottes des Alten Teftament3 diefe 
Verheifung aud geglaubt und dadurd die Vergebung der Sünden 
erlangt und ſich de3 Heils durch den Namen Chrifti gefreut haben. Als 
in Den Tagen Chrifti hier auf Erbden die werkgerechten Yuden dem er- 
ſchienenen Mefjias den Glauben veriweigerten und fic fiir ihren Unglauben 
auf Abraham als ihren Vater beriefen, begeugte ifnen der HErr: ,AWbra- 
ham, euer Vater, ward froh, dak er meinen Tag fehen follte; und er fah 
ifn und freuete fich', Joh. 8,56. Die Schrift begeugt ferner, dak e3 unter 
dem Volfe Ysrael gu allen Zeiten folde Seelen gab, die wie Simeon und 
Hanna auf den verheißenen Meffias als den Troft Ysrael3 warteten, uf. 
2, 25. 88.” F. P. 

Ein Grundſchaden der „lutheriſchen“ Landeskirchen. In einem Bericht 
über eine Verſammlung der lutheriſchen Freikirchen, wobei es ſich auch um 
die Stellung gu den Landeskirchen handelte, ſagt die „Freikirche“ u.a.: „Ein 
Grundſchaden der lutheriſchen‘ Landeskirchen beſteht darin, daß die Wus- 
bildung ihrer zukünftigen Diener am Wort den ſtaatlichen Univerſitäten 
überlaſſen bleibt, deren theologiſche Lehrkörper ebenſo zuſammengeſetzt ſind 
wie die Paſtorenſchaft der Landeskirchen, ja bei denen die ſchrift- und be⸗ 
fenntni8widrige neuere Theologie die herrſchende ijt. Gerade auch in diefem 
Punkte gilt e3 fiir alle lutheriſchen Freifirden in Deutſchland, rechten 
Ernft gu braudjen und die Ausbildung ihrer Pajtoren felbft in die Hand 
gu nehmen, wenn fie nicht der Lehrverwirrung und der Gleichberedhtigung 
der Richtungen, die den Landesfirden gum Verderben getworden ift, in ihrer 
eigenen Mitte Tor und Tür Hffnen wollen. Und dafiir find nicht nur die 
Pajtoren, fondern auch alle Gemeindeglieder vor Gott und der Kirde ver- 
antwortlid. Wir verfennen nidt die großen Sehwierigfeiten, die gerade 
Hier vorliegen. Wber fie find nicht uniiberwindlid, wenn wir im Glauben 
auf die Verheifungen fdauen, die der allmadtige HErr denen gegeben Hat, 
die feinem Gebot, nicht am frembden Yoch mit den Unglaubigen gu giehen, 
gehorden, 2 Ror. 6, 14 ff.“ Die vorftehenden Worte der „Freikirche“ gelten 
zunächſt den Iutherijden Freifirden Deutſchlands. Sie find aber auch 
am Plage, wenn wir an die amerifanifd-lutherifde Rirde denfen. Zwar 
find biergulande alle lutheriſch ſich nennenden Gemeinfdaften vom Staate 
unabhangig und in dem Ginne „Freikirchen“. Aber damit find fie nod 
nicht gegen die Gefahr geſchützt, in ihren theologiſchen Fakultäten Lehrer 
gu haben, die der Gleidjberedhtigung verſchiedener Richtungen innerhalb der 
Tutherifdjen Kirche, auch bei nicht vorhandener itbereinftimmung in der 
Rehre, das Wort reden und dadurch das Buftandefommen der Cinigfeit in 
Der Lehre hindern. F. P. 

Der Kleine Katechismus Luthers in Deutſchland. Die Herbſttagung 
des Ev.⸗Luth. Landesſchulbereins wurde am 8. und 9. November vb. J. ab⸗ 
gehalten. Zur Beratung lag vor allem vor die Beſprechung des Katechis⸗ 
mus mit dem verbindlichen Lernſtoff, ein Thema, worüber Dr. Kropatſchek 
referierte. über den Verlauf der Tagung berichtet nun die „A. E. L. K.“, wie 
folgt: „Nach einer lebhaften Ausſprache wurde einmütig in einer großen 
öffentlichen Verſammlung folgende Entſchließung angenommen: ‚Wir er⸗ 
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fennen danfbar an, daß nach Ianger Beit wachſender Willfiir ein Mindeft- 
mag an berbindlicjem ernftoff fiir den ReligionSunterrict in allen Volks⸗ 
ſchulen Sachſens vorgefdrieben worden ift und Luther3 Kleiner Katechismus 
den Rindern twieder in Die Hande gegeben wird. Cine bom Landesſchul⸗ 
berein in twiederholten Cingaben und RKundgebungen erhobene Forderung 
ijt Damit endlich grundfablid) erfiillt worden. .. . Wir vermiffen [aber] 
tweiter die Erfiillung unferer alten Forderung, dak der Kleine Katechismus 
mit Luthers Erflarung gu den Behn Geboten, den GlaubenSartifeln und 
dem Baterunjer auswendig gelernt wird. Bur Erreichung dieſes Zieles 
fordern wir nach wie bor Erhöhung der Stundengahl fiir den Religions- 
unterridt. Bis dahin bleibt e3 Pflicht der Cltern, in Ergangung des Reli- 
gionsunterrichts in der Schule durch vermehrte Pflege chriftlider Unter- 
weiſung und Ergiehung in Haus und Kirde den Kindern den Katehismus 
alZ ‚eins der fidjtbaren einigenden Stiide evangeliſch-lutheriſchen Glaubens- 
und Sefenninisleben3, die in Zeiten des Schwankens doppelt nötig erſchei⸗ 
nen’ (Minifterialrat Dr. Reinhold in der Sächſ. Staatsgeitung‘), bertraut, 
lieb und tert gu madjen.“ J. T. Me. 


Intoleranz in Spanien. Das „Ev. Deutſchland“ berichtet: „Eine der 
geleſenſten Tageszeitungen in Madrid, Heraldo de Madrid, berichtet von 
einem neuen Fall, in dem ein Changelifder (Bonifacio Yoaquin Garcia) 
sin Den Skandal eines Progeffes veriwicelt tourde‘, teil er einer Katholifin 
eine ebangelifde Schrift verabreichte. Dabei ijt gu bemerfen, dak er das 
Büchlein der betreffenden Frau, die WAngeige erjtattete, auf deren befondere 
Bitte iibergab. Der Chefredafteur de3 genannten Blattes nimmt mit Recht 
in dem Artikel Stellung .gegen die übergriffe de3 dorfliden Fanati8mus 
gegen die Verbreitung ebvangelifder Ideen‘. Der Fall, iiber den uns eine 
Veftatigung von guftandiger Stelle guging, trug fid in Guifando (Proving 
Avila) gu... . Der Firglich in Barcelona abgehaltene Zweite Spanifd- 
Evangeliſche Kongreß, der bon der Spanifden Vereinigung der Changeli- 
fen Weltalliang veranjtaltet wurde, hat an die Megierung eine Botſchaft 
geridtet, um Mittel gu ergreifen, die gur vollftandigen Freiheit der Gottes- 
Dienfte in Der fpanifden Geſetzgebung fiihren’. Die gegeniwartigen Gefege 
Hatten fich als ungeniigend ertviefen. Der jiingfte Fall geigt erneut die 
Berechtigung diefer Forderungen der Religionsfreibeit, wie fie in der Bot⸗ 
{Haft ausgefproden find.” Wie fich bei ſolchen Verhaltniffen in fatholifden 
Landern der römiſche Stub! itber „proteſtantiſche Yntolerang” beflagen 
fann, in Ländern, two er doch getvaltig Propaganda treibt, ift un3 nicht 
verſtändlich. J. AM. 

Wiedervereinigung gleich Rückkehr. Im Anſchluß an ſeine „Berichte 
aus dem Kirchlichen Jahrbuch Prof. Dr. J. Schneiders“ ſchreibt D. C. Schieler 
im „Friedensboten“ über eine etwaige Wiedervereinigung proteſtantiſcher 
Gemeinſchaften mit der Papſtkirche: „Wiedervereinigungl Schon vor hun⸗ 
dert Jahren träumten davon Idealiſten, und in unſerer Beit nahmen ge-z 
wiſſe Kirchenmänner in wohlgemeinter Abſicht dieſen Gedanken auf. Sogar 
aus dem Jeſuitenorden kamen Stimmen der Toleranz zur Wiedervereini⸗ 
gung im Glauben‘. Was man damit meint, hat der jetzige Papſt in ſeiner 
Bulle Mortalium Animos flar genug erflart. Darin ift ausgefprodjen, dak 
eS ſchlechterdings feine andere Wiedervereinigung gibt als Rückkehr 
in Den Schoß der alleinfeligmadenden Rirdhe Roms, 
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Unterwerfung unter den Primat des Papftes, in Anz 
erfennung und Gebhorjam unter der autoritativen Gewalt Petri und feiner 
rechtmäßigen Nacdhfolger.. Es gibt aber aud und muß geben ein eban- 
geliſches Non possumus (Wir fonnen nidt)! Rom hat nach dem Welttrieg 
ſeine Ernte mit groper Weltklugheit eingubringen getwupt. Das imponiert 
ungeheuer. Der politijde Cinflug de3 Romanismus war in Deutſchland 
faum jemals fo grok wie in der Gegentwart', ſchreibt Dr. Schneider. Cr 
geigt fich in der Staatsverwaltung, er wirkt fic) aus im fogialen eben, 
er macht fich geltend faſt bis ins Heinfte Dorf. Und dod) macht die fatho- 
liſche Bevölkerung Deutſchlands nicht gang ein Drittel (82.86 Progent) aus. 
Deutſchland ijt gu zwei Dritteln evangelifd. Und wie fieht e3 in Amerifa 
in DdDiefem Punk aus? Macht nicht auch hier der Katholizismus gewaltige 
Sortidritte bon Jahr gu Jahr? Der Duodegfirdenjtaat, die ,Vatifanftadt‘, 
Der Papſt ein Souverän, der Vertrag mit Btalien, tworin die katholiſche 
Religion Staat8religion ijt, dies alles fticht Kurgjichtigen in die Wugen!“ 
&. T. Me. 
Religion wieder Pflidtfad. Die „A. E. L. K.“ berichtet: „Der Schul- 
erlaß des letzten braunſchweigiſchen ſozialdemokratiſchen Volksbildungs— 
miniſters, der den Braunſchweiger Schulen den Charakter der Bekenntnis— 
ſchulen nahm und an ihre Stelle die Gemeinſchaftsſchule ſetzte, iſt von dem 
neuen nationalſogialiſtiſchen Kultusminiſter Dr. Frangen aufgehoben worden. 
Mit dieſem neuen Schulerlaß wird die Religion wieder Pflichtfach und iſt 
bei Zenſuren zu beachten. Auch die Andacht in den Schulen wird wieder 
eingeführt. Un den Reichsinnenminiſter ſandte Dr. Franzen ein Schreiben, 
in Dem bon der Aufhebung des ſogialdemokratiſchen Schulerlaſſes Kenntnis 
gegeben wird. Dieſe Mitteilung war notwendig, da zwiſchen dem früheren 
braunſchweigiſchen Volksbildungsminiſter und dem Reichsinnenminiſter auf 
die Anträge des Evangeliſchen Elternbundes des Freiſtaates Braunſchweig 
Verhandlungen über die Rechtsungültigkeit des — Schul⸗ 
erlaſſes geführt wurden.“ J. T. M. 
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Griedhifdh-dentidhes Wirterbud gum Nenen Teftamente. Mit Nachweis der 
Abweichungen des neuteftamentliden Spracdgebraudh$ vom Attifden und 
mit Hinweis auf feine übereinſtimmung mit dem helleniftifdhen Griechiſch. 
Dr. Heinridh Ebeling. Dritte Auflage. Hahnſche Buchhandlung, 
Hannover. 1929. 434 Seiten 7X94, in Leinwand mit Goldtitel ge- 
bunbden. 


DiefeS guerft im Jahre 1912 erfdhienene Wörterbuch hat nun feine dritte, 
foweit wir fehen, unveränderte Uuflage erlebt und ift unſers Erachtens das wert- 
vollfte fitrgere, aber fiir den täglichen Gebraud durchaus ausreichende Wörterbuch 
gum Neuen Teftament, uns perſönlich fo wertvoll, dak wir, obwohl wir die 
gtiferen Wörterbücher von Wilke-Grimm-Thahyer, Preufden-Bauer und Cremer- 
Kigel befigen, bet widtigen Wirtern auc) Cheling herangziehen. Der verftorbene 
Verfaffer war klaſſiſcher Philolog, Lehrer der griechiſchen Sprache an einem deut⸗ 
{hen Gymnafium, und es hat feinen großen Wert, wenn aud ein Wörterbuch 
gum Neuen Teſtament von einem griechiſchen Sprachgelehrten bearbeitet ift, der 
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eben, ohne theologijde Sonderideen, nur darauf bedacht ift, die Bedeutung eines 
Wortes in der griechiſchen Sprache feftguftellen. Das macht aud die neutefta- 
mentlidhe Grammatif von Blak, dem berühmten klaſſiſchen Pbhilologen, fo wert⸗ 
poll, aud in ihrer neueften Bearbeitung von Debrunner. Dabei zeichnet fic 
Ebelings Wirterbud aud dadurd aus, dak es, wie der Titel fagt, „die Wb- 
weichungen des neuteftamentliden Spradgebrauds vom Attiſchen und den Hin- 
weis auf feine itbereinftimmung mit dem helleniſtiſchen Griechiſch/ immer im Auge 
behält. Auch ift das Material, das in neuerer Zeit durd Inſchriften und Papyrus: 
funde zugänglich gemacht worden ift, beriidfidtigt, ebenfo die Schriftfteller, die 
der Beit des Neuen Teſtaments nabheftehen, namentlid ihr vorhergehen; aber aud 
da bleibt der Verfaffer immer befonnen. Er fagt gang ridtig in der Vorrede: „Aus 
dieſem Nachweis ergibt fich, dak Wortſchatz und Sprachgebrauch des Neuen Teſta⸗ 
ments in teiner Weife allein fteht, fondern der xocwn angebirt und ſich vor allem 
aud in Sriefen, Beridten, Gefucen, Rechnungen, RKontraften, Teftamenten und 
dergleicen findet, alfo in ber Sprache des alltäglichen Verkehrs und des Volles.“ 
(S. III.) Uber er fiigt aud den ridtigen, gerade gegen die neueften Philologen 
wie Udolf Deipmann feftgubaltenden Sak hinzu: ,Selbftverftindlid handelt es 
ſich bet diefen Hin- und Nachweifen gleiden oder Ghnliden Spradgebrauds nidt 
um Un- oder gar Entlehnungen. Die Schreiber des Neuen Teftament$ haben 
wobl von der bier angefiihrten Viteratur faum etwas gefannt; fie fdrieben das 
gu ihrer Zeit im ganzen rimifden Reiche als allgemeine Umgangsſprache ver- 
breitete helleniſtiſche Griechiſch, als welches eben ihre Sprache durch diefe Unalogien 
erwieſen wird. Wie wenig ſelbſt dem Wortlaut nad ähnliche Sätze der Stoiker 
und anderer griechiſchen Philoſophen in Sinn und Bedeutung mit dem Neuen 
Teſtament ſtimmen, iſt wiederholt überzeugend nachgewieſen. Es darf eben nicht 
überſehen werden, ‚daß fiir die neuen chriſtlichen Begriffe zwar die vorhandenen 
Sprachmittel gebraucht, in die alten Formen aber vielfach neue Bedeutungen, ein 
neuer Inhalt, gegoſſen wurden‘. Darum fann zur Erklärung folder Fille meiſt 
nur wenig aus dem helleniſtiſchen Sprachgebrauch genommen werden.“ (S. III.) 
Zu welchen Feſtſtellungen der Verfaſſer bei theologiſch wichtigen Begriffen kommt, 
mögen einige Beiſpiele geigen. Als Bedeutung fiir yermoxmw, Matth. 7, 23; Bob. 
10, 14 f. uſw. wird angegeben: ,Gott erfennt, fennt, auSerfieht als den Seinigen 
und macht dazu.“ (©. 85.) Das xpoéyyw, Rim. 8, 29; 11, 2 wird überſetzt: 
„Vorhererkannte (,verfeben‘’, beftimmt hat gum Glauben, im Sinne von 1 Ror. 
8,3; Gal. 4, 9; 2 Tim. 2, 19) von der Gnadenwahl.“ (S. 352.) CEbenfo wird 
xodyvmors gefakt als ,Vorbererfennen, Vorherbeftimmung, ,Verfehung‘’, voraus- 
gefabter Beſchluß“. (S. 352.) Bu eedéFaro, Eph. 1,4, wird bemerkt: ,Gnaden- 
wahl gum Glauben und gur ewigen Seligteit.” Das ift gang genau und gang 
exakt philologifd die fo oft angegriffene „miſſouriſche/“ Lehre bon der Gnadentwabl, 
die diefer Philolog aus der Bedeutung der betreffenden griedhifden Worte mit Rect 
herauSgenommen hat. Wir finnen nur eine Ausftellung maden. Der Drud 
ift fehr fompaft und infolgedeffen nicht fo überſichtlich, wie man es gerade bei 
einem Wirterbucd wünſcht, und durch die zahlreich benugten, im Vorwort er- 
klärten Ubtiirgungen ift swar die Seitengahl deS WerkeS und infolgedeffen der 
Preis bedeutend verringert, ber Gebrauch deSfelben aber etwas erſchwert, bis man 
fih daran gewöhnt bat. — Der Verfaffer hat die Lehrftellung der Miffourifynode 
geteilt, wie feine fonftigen kleineren Schriften eigen, die Har und beftimmt die 
rechte Iutherijde Lehre gum Ausdrud bringen, und hatte fic) der deutſchen Frei⸗ 
firde angefdloffen. L. Firbringer. 
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Our Birthright and the Mess of Meat. Isms of To-day Analyzed and 
Compared with the Heidelberg Catechism. By Jan Karel Van Baalen, 
pastor of the Twelfth Street Christian Reformed Church, Grand 
Rapids, Mich. Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co. 1929. 287 pages, 
8X5%. Price, $2.50. Order from Concordia Publishing House, 
St. Louis, Mo. 

This book presents a concise view of the teachings of some of the 
more popular errors of the day concerning the vital points touching man 
in his relation to God. It examines Spiritism, Theosophy, Christian Science, 
lodgism, Mormonism, Russellism, Unitarianism-Modernism, and Bahaism, 
giving copious quotations from their representative writers, and points 
out that all religions except Christianity are autosoteric, quoting Dr. B. B. 
Warfield: “There are fundamentally only two doctrines of salvation: that 
salvation is from God and that salvation is from ourselves. The former 
is the doctrine of common Christianity; the latter is the doctrine of uni- 
versal heathenism” (p.18). The chapter on lodgism states: “We claim 
that no one can be a member of a Mohammedan mosque and of our Chris- 
tian Church at once because the Moslem faith and the Christian religion 
are mutually exclusive. Similarly, you cannot belong to our Christian 
Reformed Church and to the Masonic fraternity at the same time because 
each stands for a religion that excludes the other” (p.89). “‘If Masonry 
were simply a Christian institution,’ says A.G. Mackey, Past General High 
Priest, etc., ‘the Jew and the Moslem, the Brahman and the Buddhist, could 
not conscientiously partake of its illumination. But its universality is its 
boast. In its language citizens of every nation may converse; at its altar 
men of all religions may kneel; to its creed disciples of every faith may 
subscribe.’” An admirable feature of the book is that Part II places side 
by side, under the various heads of doctrine, from “Angels” to “Wrath 
of God,” including “Inspiration,” “Substitution,” etc., the teaching of the 
Heidelberg Catechism and of these antichristian cults. “The Catechism 
contains the very material needed against to-day’s enemies. Here are 
phrases that were meant against the errors of the seventeenth century, 
but which, with a slight variation of accent, are ready tools for to-day’s 
battle” (p.17). (We are reminded of Luther’s statement — and that 
holds unqualifiedly —: “You must stick to the Catechism, so that, when 
a heretic or enthusiast comes along and teaches otherwise, you may say, 
‘That is not good mi for it does not agree with my Catechism.’ ” 
XIII, 2260.) To illistrate: “Autosoterism. Question 30: ‘Do such, then, 
believe in the only Savior Jesus who seek their salvation and happiness 
of saints, of themselves, or anywhere else? Answer: No; although they 
may make their boast of Him, yet in act they deny the only Savior Jesus. 
For either Jesus is not a complete Savior, or they who by true faith re- 
ceive this Savior must have in Him all that is necessary to their sal- 
vation.’ Spiritism: ‘Man is his own savior.’ (Rev. W. Stainton Moses; 
source given.) Theosophy.... Christian Science. ... Freemasonry: ‘Aca- 
cian. A term derived from akakia, “innocent,” and signifying a Mason 
who by living in strict obedience to the obligations and precepts of the 
fraternity is free from sin.’ (Mackey.) Russellism. . .. Unitarianism: 
‘We no longer depend for salvation upon either a man or a book. Men 
help us; books help us; but back of all stands our divine reason’ (C. W. 
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Eliot)” (p.192). The author believes in “doctrinal preaching and doc- 
trinal teaching, the old standbys of the historic Reformed churches. .. . 
While in all ages some have objected to catechism-preaching, I for one 
believe that the strength of the Church I serve lies in its catechism- 
preaching and its catechism classes for the young. ... Hence, lest our 
school should begin to undermine the Church’s faith ‘from within,’ or — 
as it stands to-day, — lest it should become possible for our school to do so 
at some future time, our people as a whole should be kept so well in- 
formed that they themselves sense the mighty contrast between Chris- 
tianity and antichristianity” (pp. 16.182). That is most certainly true, — 
when a Church no longer stresses the truths of the Gospel, casting doc- 
trinal preaching and catechism-training overboard, but overemphasizes 
instead questions of morality, apologetics, and the like, stressing in its 
publicity work the numerical greatness, the extent of the benevolences 
of the Church, and other things which appeal to the natural mind, its 
people cannot stand before the onslaught of Modernism and its allies. 
The author puts forth the common Calvinistic and a number of other 
errors. Worst of all, he calls upon the churches to declare a manner of 
truce in the face of “the new foe, who is the enemy of Calvinism and 
Arminianism alike, who abhors Roman Catholicism as much as Lutheran- 
ism.” It is true, he states: “I’ ‘s by no means the same whether one is 
Arminian or Calvinist. ... It will be understood that I am not pleading 
for indifferentism, church union, or anything which lies in the line of the 
very spirit these pages intend to oppose.” Yet he deals too leniently 
with, for instance, the Arminians. “Arminians, Universalists, and other 
unclear thinkers refused to think their autosoteric thought to the logical 
end. They meant to be supernaturalists” (p. 23). Take also this sen- 
tence: “Calvin certainly differed from Luther on important points of 
doctrine. Yet Calvin signed the Augsburg Confession and wrote an intro- 
duction to Melanchthon’s Loci Communes” (p. 24). The author is deny- 
ing a Scriptural principle. We have no authority to declare a truce with 
any errorist. Moreover, Arminianism involves a fundamental error. No 
one knows that better than our author himself. He stamps it as the fun- 
damental error. “A Calvinist myself, I share the opinion that the origin 
of modern autosoteric teachings may be traced ultimately to its beginning 
in Arminianism, with its emphasis on man’s efforts” (p.179). It is true, . 
the Arminian will not necessarily turn Modernist (“But Arminianism 
shrank back from its own logical implications”), but Arminianism neces- 
sarily leads to Modernism. There can be no truce between Arminianism 
and Monergism. TH. ENGELDER. 


Basic Beliefs. An Introduction to Christian Doctrine. By H. Maldwyn 
Hughes, M. A., D. D., President of Wesley College, Cambridge, En- 
gland. 225 pages, 514X771. The Abingdon Press, New York, N. Y. 
Price, $1.50. 

This book has been written for the avowed purpose of “restating 
evangelical theology in the light of modern knowledge.” The doctrinal 
position of Dr. Hughes, a prominent British theologian of the Wesleyan 
Methodist Church, may be defined as that of a mediating Fundamentalist. 
His claim is that “the foundation truths of evangelical theology remain 
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unshaken,” though in the light of present-day knowledge “changes of form 
and statement” become necessary. Dr. Hughes is therefore a representative 
of the liberalizing Fundamentalists, who advocate “mediation between the 
old and the new.” Because of his prominence in his denomination his 
book has been received with much enthusiasm and no doubt will wield 
considerable influence in circles dominated by his leadership. It is for 
these reasons that the reviewer must take notice of it. 

To the reader the book recommends itself by its clearness of presen- 
tation and expression. Dr. Hughes is a master of style, and what is still 
more important, he is rather definite in his statements. In eleven chap- 
ters he presents the chief heads of dogmatic theology: The Knowledge 
of God; Jesus Christ; The Christian Doctrine of God; The Christian 
Doctrine of Man; The Christian Doctrine of Sin; The Reconciliation of 
Man and God; The Christian Doctrine of the Holy Spirit; The Christian 
Doctrine of the Holy Trinity; The Work of the Holy Spirit in the In- 
dividual; The Church, the Ministry, and the Sacraments; The Christian 
Hope (eschatology). In discussing these points, the author admits that 
the only source of man’s knowledge of God is divine revelation and in- 
spiration. “God can only be known as He makes Himself known” (p. 8). 
But as soon as he defines these two, his modernistic views appear, and 
he shows how thoroughly he has eliminated the Christian doctrine of in- 
spiration. To him inspiration is “the divine quickening of our faculties 
whereby we are enabled to apprehend and to communicate new knowledge 
of divine things” (p.9). Inspiration is therefore identical with divine 
revelation, and divine revelation is unceasing and universal. ‘Wherever 
there is religion, we find some degree of revelation” (p.10). For this 
reason the “non-Christian religions cannot be dismissed as wholly ‘false,’ 
since with much error there are mingled genuine revelations of God” (p.10). 
The only trouble with them is that they were “for the most part occa- 
sional and unrelated to each other, whereas the revelations recorded in 
the Jewish and Christian Scriptures constitute a unity and are, on the 
whole, progressive” (p.11). “The Bible is the book of redemptive revela- 
tion” (p.12). But with the Bible, revelation has not ceased. The Chris- 
tian revelation “is greater than its written record as the spirit transcends 
the letter. The Christian revelation lives and grows and is not finally 
fixed in any writings. The Word of God... is still expressing itself in 
many different forms” (p.12). Thus the writer rejects Holy Scripture 
as the only source and norm of the Christian faith. His mediation be- 
tween the old and the new leads him to reject entirely the ancient Chris- 
tian doctrine of the supreme and unique authority of Scripture. He is 
in essence a Modernist, though he emphatically asserts: “The Bible is not 
the outcome merely of travail of intellect. It is an inspired book” (p.15). 

In discussing the doctrine of Christ, Dr. Hughes affirms His humanity, 
His divinity, His sinlessness, and His resurrection. Yet he so cleverly 
avoids the real issues involved in these doctrines that even the extreme 
Modernist could subscribe to his statements. He argues the divinity of 
Christ, not from Scriptural grounds and passages, but from conclusions. 
“Inasmuch as God is the Source of all good [and Jesus Christ is the Re- 
vealer of the highest moral and spiritual values], the conclusion follows 
that Jesus Christ is One with God. Jesus Christ is proved to be divine 
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by His divine works. These are the transforming realities which con- 
strain the Christian (even while the speculative problem awaits solution) 
to say ‘God of God, very God of very God’” (p.37). Such pitiable beating 
about the bush can never satisfy the honest Christian, who, in studying 
Christian dogmatics, is looking for certainty based upon clear statements 
of the Word of God. 

The mediating position of the author leads him to say yes and no 
at the same time in discussing also the other doctrines of theology. When 
treating the doctrine of sin, he both asserts and denies original sin. Sin, 
he says, may be defined as “every disposition and action which is out of 
harmony with the holy will of our heavenly Father” (p. 86). Yet he 
claims: “There is no record in the gospels that our Lord ever spoke of man 
as having an inborn tendency to sin derived from the Fall (p.71). And 
again: “The conception of original guilt cannot be defended” (p.79). Here, 
again, the mediation of the author leads him to a total denial of the Scrip- 
tural doctrine concerning original sin. 

As the student pursues his way through the book, he is constantly 
harassed in his mind by the writer’s irrational attempt to affirm and deny. 
Evidently the author is quite sincere in his mistaken notion that the 
“foundation truths of evangelical theology” may be maintained and yet 
be made to conform to the rationalistic theology of unbelieving Mod- 
ernists. That this cannot be done is clearly demonstrated in this book. 
Its warning is clear — mediation invariably leads to denial. 

JOHN THEODORE MUELLER. 


The Earth, the Theater of the Universe. By Clarence H. Benson. The 
Bible Institute Colportage Association, Chicago. 140 pages, 5% X7%. 
Price, $1.50. 

It is books of this type that appear to justify the charge of obscur- 
antism promiscuously hurled against those who refuse to accept the evolu- 
tionary theory. Mr. Benson has done a certain amount of Bible-class work 
and now essays to write “A Scientific and Scriptural Study of the Earth’s 
Place and Purpose in the Divine Program” (subtitle). The writer is 
a chiliast, who believes that just before the millennium “the depressed 
valley of the Jordan will be elevated and the topography of the country 
will be so completely changed that living waters shall go out from Jeru- 
salem” (p.132). The exegesis is so arbitrary as to become actually re- 
volting, as when Ps. 66,3 is referred to the millennium and when the New 
Jerusalem is described as an actual city, whose boundaries would reach from 
farthermost Maine to farthermost Florida and from the shores of the At- 
lantic to the Rocky Mountains (p. 139). Mr. Benson locates a palace of 
Satan in paradise, constructed of gold and precious stones; it is there that 
the angels fell (p. 30). The bacchic cry “Eva! Eva!” is interpreted as 
a reference to Eve and the legend of Pandora’s Box is held to be a prophecy 
of the Virgin Birth. Or behold this identification of Vulcan with Tubal- 
cain: “All that is necessary is to omit the ‘Tu,’ which was likely to be 
regarded as a prefix, and make the common change of 6b into v” (p. 82). 
In the millennium, the position of the earth will be shifted to the orbit of 
Mercury, and thus Is. 30, 26 will be fulfilled (p.137). Thus the cause of 
evangelical Christianity is harmed by its sponsors. “I will take care of my 
enemies, but the Lord deliver me from my friends.” TH. GRAEBNER. 
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Luthers Wittenberger Gemeinde. Wiederhergeftellt aus feinen Predigten. Bon 
Lic. Dr. Hermann Werdermann. Drud und Verlag von C. Ber⸗ 
telsmann in Giiter8loh. 301 Seiten 6X9. Prei8, gebunden: M. 14. 


Der Titel des äußerſt anregenden Buches läßt cin fulturhiftorijdhes Bild des 
Wittenberg der Reformationszeit erwarten. Wirklich tritt uns ein Geil des 
Wittenberger Leben und dortiger Zuſtände lebendig vor Augen. Wber das ift 
dem Berfaffer nur ein Mittel gum Bwed. Seine Wbficht ift gu seigen, wie 
Ruther als Wittenberger Gemeindeprediger gepredigt hat. Dr. Werder- 
mann8 Buch ift ein Beitrag gur Geſchichte der Predigt. 

Luther alS Prediger ift bisher nocd) wenig gründlich ftudiert worden. Freilid 
feine Rirchenpoftille fand in Herings „Geſchichte der Predigt” (Berlin, 1905) eine 
wiſſenſchaftlich wohlerwogene Darftellung; fie wurde — und wird wohl auc nod) — 
bon Predigern gelefen, vielleidht aud) ftudiert. Wher einmal ift die Poftille das 
Werk fogufagen des Kanzelſchriftſtellers; und dann follten dod auch die 
ſpäteren Predigten Luther und beſonders feine eigentliden Gemeindepredigten 
in Betradht gegogen werden. Luther hat fehr viel gepredigt: als Gelegenheits-, 
Feſt-, Hof=, HauSprediger, aber doch auch alS Gemeindeprediger vor der Witten- 
berger Gemeinde, deren eigentlider Pfarrer Bugenhagen war. Wenn nun Stu- 
denten und Paftoren den Rat befolgen wollen, fiir ihre Gemeindepredigten „ſich 
an Luther ju bilden’, fo fommt fiir fie, genau genommen, in erfter Linie nicht 
der Verfaffer der Poftille, fondern der Gemeindeprediger Luther in Betradht. Den 
führt uns Werdermann vor. Als Material benugt er 192 von den 194 Predigten 
Luthers aus den Jahren 1528 bis 1532, die Georg Buchwald (Predigten D. Mar- 
tin Luthers; zwei Bande) vor vier bis fiinf Jahren herausgab. Cr fammelt aus 
diefen in Wittenberg gehaltenen Predigten das, was je auf dieS oder das in 
Wittenberg Begug hat, und bringt diefe Gedanfengruppen in 21 Rapitel. Das 
RKapitel ,Wittenberg um 1530” weift nach, daß man aus diefen Predigten fich ein 
Bild des phyſiſchen Wittenberg um jene Zeit machen fann; fo häufig find in den 
Predigten Hinweife und WUnfpielungen auf die Stadt, Hinweife, die Luther be- 
nugte, um Ddiefe oder jene Glauben$- oder ethiſche Sache einleuchtend, nachdrücklich, 
angiehend zu machen. Ebenſo in den RKapiteln ,Die GotteSdienfte”, ,Opfer und 
Opfergaben”, ,Hodgeit und Che", ,Verkehr, Wirtshaus, Alkohol“, ,Bettler und 
Verbrecher“, „Aberglaube“, ,Papft und Papiften”, „Türkengefahr“, „Zeitgeſchicht⸗ 
lide Lage um 1530” uſw. Dak Luther gerade in ſeinen Gemeindepredigten der 
Prediger ift, der das Senfeitige gur Wirklichkeit macht; der mit friſchem Sprudeln 
der Gedanten die Andächtigen labt; der fernig und kräftig Beitfiinden ftraft; der 
midtig und marfooll den Mut ftirft (1530!); der mit fiderem Griff anſchauliche 
Beiſpiele, Bilder und Vergleiche aus der den Hirern bekannten Zeitgeſchichte und 
Umgebung greift; der die Wittenberger Gemeinde gur Anteilnahme an fonftigen 
Vorgingen im Reich GotteS angieht: das gu zeigen, ift des Verfaffers Biel, und 
et bat es erreicht. 

In einem gweiten Abſchnitt (S. 150—217) ftellt er das dar, twas er aus diefen 
Predigten als Luther$ ,Anfdauungen von der Predigtfunft abgelefen” hat. Was 
ber Verfaffer hier in homiletiſcher Beſchreibung oder Analyſe als fiir diefe Pre- 
digten charakteriſtiſch herausftellt, ift richtig gefehen (Grundfaglides und Wllge- 
meineS; Predigt als GotteS Wort; Text, Thema und eile; Cinleitung und 
Schluß; Dialog und Apologetik; Vergegenwirtigung; Spridwirter und Redens- 
atten; ithertreibung und Worterflirung; Verperfinlidungen [!]; Bilder, Bet- 
fpiele und Gefdidten; Allegorien [!]; Bitate; Kirchen- und Weltgeſchichte). 
Uber, abgefehen von Zweck und Ouelle der Predigt, worüber Luther fic) aller: 
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dings grundſätzlich ausſpricht, ift e8 mir fraglich, ob die Predigten, wie fie vor- 
liegen, in ihrer ganzen Art wirflid auf bewußte „Anſchauungen“ Luthers guriid- 
zuführen find. Diefe Gemeindepredigten find lebendig, aber gum Teil auch regellos, 
ja mitunter bon einer gewiffen „heroiſchen Unordnung“. Wenn er 3. B. in der 
dritten Taufpredigt ſich „vorgenommen hat“, vom Meifter und Stifter der Taufe 
gu reden, aber nun in der Cinleitung bom Saframent redet und dann fofort ohne 
jegliche bibliſche Begründung allerlei einfiigt, was ihm auf dem Hergen liegt: Vor- 
wiirfe gegen die ebangelifde Predigt, wider das papftlide Recht, und dann frei- 
miitig befennt, dak er das eigentlid) nicht habe predigen wollen, dak es ihm aber 
„dennoch in Sinn gefommen” und er fic) „drüber ſchier müde gewafden” habe 
(Budwald II, S. 632), fo wird man ſchwerlich eine ſolche Entgleifung in überein⸗ 
ftimmung mit einem homiletiſchen „Grundſatz“ Luthers bringen. 

Dr. Werdermann ift praftijder Theolog; daher gewinnt er aus feinen bi8- 
herigen Rapiteln ſchließlich (S. 215—255) ,GefichtSpuntte fiir die Gemeindepredigt 
der Gegenwart”. Bor elf Jahren vertrat Werdermann die Thefe, die Beit der 
Predigt fei überhaupt vorüber (©. 227). Aber heute ift es ihm wieder „eine große 
Uufgabe, wie den unzähligen Taufenden von Hörern recht gepredigt wird’. In 
ber Predigt muß ,Gott felber reden“, das heift, fie mup Gottes Wort bringen; 
abet fie muß aud) ,gemeindegemaf” fein, Gruppen der Gemeinden unterfdeiden; 
der homo homileticus muß durch griindlides pſychologiſches Studium verbannt 
werden: eine ganje Reihe behergigenSwerter Forderungen. Jedoch flingt ein 
Mißton aus der AuSeinanderfegung iiber ,Predigt als Gottes Wort”. Er lehnt 
es ab, „hier einen DefinitionSverfud anguftellen, was eigentlid) ,Gottes Wort' ift. 
Für Luther war die Antwort einfacher als fiir uns, da er Bibelwort und Gottes- 
wort gang eng gufammenfdaute; .. . e8 will un8 bediinfen, al8 wenn die flare 
Antwort auf die Frage nad dem ,Wort Gottes* nod) nicht gefunden ware” (S. 219). 
Wie tann der ,prattijde” Theolog dann feine „Geſichtspunkte“ über die Wort- 
gotteSpredigt aus Luthers Predigten gewinnen? AIS Karl Barth nach dem Krieg 
in das religids gufammengebrodene Volf das Banner „Zurück gum Worte Gottes!“ 
hineinreidte und man fid) um das Banner gu ſcharen anfing, ſchien es am Himmel 
bell gu werden. Aber Barths , Wort Gottes“ war eben aud nicht Gottes Wort. 
Und wenn dies nicht einen feften Begriff beim Prediger bedeutet, kann aud) bei 
ihm die Forderung oder das Verſprechen, ,Gottes Wort gu predigen”, nichts 
bedenten. Durd Werdermanns AuSsfiihrungen weht aber doch ein hoher Ernft, 
ein Ernft, der häufig den dialektiſchen Belimpfern folder „Sucher“ abgeſprochen 
werden muß. Das Buch ift eS wert, gelefen gu werden; freilid) noch viel mehr 
das, woraus es geſchöpft ift, Budwalds ,Predigten D. Martin Luthers“. 

RN. W. Heinge. 


Into All the World. The Story of Lutheran Foreign Missions, Espe- 
cially Prepared for Mission-study Classes. By W.@. Polack. Con- 
cordia Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo. 165 pages, 5X71%. Price, 
$1.00. 

Ever since the little book by Elsie Singmaster, entitled The Story of 
Lutheran Missions, was no longer on the market, there was a real need 
for a small study-book; for the books by Laury and by Wolf were also 
no longer available. Besides, all these books, although written in sym- 
pathy with Lutheran missions, were not altogether satisfactory in their 
background and because of their omission of the work done by the Sy- 
nodical Conference. And books written by authors not in the Lutheran 
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Church were altogether inadequate in their presentation, because in most 
cases the writers were not in sympathy with Lutheran efforts. For that 
reason Professor Polack’s study-book ought to be received with special 
eagerness, since it offers, in a concise and yet adequate manner, the story 
of the missions in which we are particularly interested. Beginning with 
the Great Commission, the book sketches the work of the Apostolic Age 
and the gradual expansion of missions throughout the world. The author 
then presents a history of the various mission-societies bearing the Lu- 
theran name, the work of the Lutheran Church in general, and finally 
that of the Missouri Synod. There are many features which will be very 
favorably received. Particular emphasis ought to be laid upon the fact 
that the book serves admirably as a text-book for mission-study classes, 
as the subtitle indicates. The study of the book will certainly result in 
an intelligent interest in the entire field, which will then also show itself 
in increased activity in every department of the Church’s work. 
P. E. KRETZMANN. 


Bilderatlas gur ReligionSgefdidte. In Zufammenarbeit mit andern heraus- 
gegeben bon D. Hans Haas, Profeffor der Religionsgeſchichte an der 
Univerfitét Leipzig. A. Deichertſche Verlagsbuchhandlung, Leipzig und 
Erlangen. 1. Vieferung: „Germaniſche Religion.” Preis, geheftet: M. 1. 
2.—4., ieferung: „Aoyptiſche Religion.” Preis, geheftet: M. 6.80. 
5. Vieferung: „Religion der Hethiter.” Preis, geheftet: M.2. 6. Vie- 
ferung: Babyloniſch-aſſyriſche Religion.” Preis, geheftet: M.4. 7. Lie⸗ 
ferung: »Religion des ägäiſchen Kreiſes.“ Preis, geheftet: M. 5.50. 

Diefer Bilderatlas ift wirklich, wa8S der Name befagt, eine ziemlich voll- 
ftindige Sammlung von Bildern, die die verfchiedenen Religionen in ihren Kultus- 
ftitten, RKultusSgegenftinden, Gemälden, Stulpturen und fonftigen Fundftiiden 
vorfiihren. Der kurze beigegebene Lert fekt nicht notwendigeriweife eine Be- 
kanntſchaft mit bem 1922 in zweiter Uuflage erfdhienenen Textbuch gur Religions: 
geſchichte voraus, fondern man fann vollftindige Befdhreibungen der in Betracdht 
fommenbden Religionen auch aus andern Monographien feinen Studien zugrunde 
legen. Unter den Mitarbeitern des Herausgebers find befonder$ gu nennen Mogk, 
Bonnet, Landsberger und Karo. Die Blluftrationen, ſonderlich auch die Fatfimile- 
Drude, find gut ausgeführt. Wer fic) auf dem Gebiete der Religionsgeſchichte 
ovientieren will, fann dies fehr wohl auf Grund diefer Hefte tun. Das Werk 
wird jedenfalls auf lange hinaus feinen Wert behalten, und der Preis ift in Un- 
betracht des behandelten Gegenftandes als fehr mäßig gu bezeichnen. 

P. E. Kretzmann. 

The Sermon on the Mount. A New Series of Sermons by Clovis G. 
Chappell. Cokesbury Press, Nashville, Tenn. 227 pages, 744 X65. 
Price, $1.75. 

Dr. Chappell, pastor of the First M. E. Church South, Memphis, Tenn., 
enjoys the reputation of being an able preacher. This volume of sermons 
shows that he goes to great pains in the preparation of his discourses. 
They are well arranged, logical, and excellently developed. The fact that 
the author belongs to the Fundamentalist wing is very evident from his 
fearless presentation of Christ as the Son of God and the Savior. While 
a Lutheran pastor will not subscribe to every doctrinal statement in this 
volume, he will find much in these sermons that will benefit him in his 
own sermon work. W. G. PoLACK. 
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Books Received. — Gingegangene Literatur. 


Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo.: — 


Achtundfünfzigſter Synodalberidt des Midigan-Diftrilts der Ev.-Luth. 
Synode von Miffouri, Ohio und andern Staaten. Yahrgang 1930. 
80 Seiten. Preis: 17 Cts. 

Proceedings of the Fifty-Eighth Convention of the Michigan 
District of the Synod of Missouri, Ohio, and Other States. Vol. 1930. 
67 pages. Price, 16 cts. 


Referat: „Das Jubiläum unferer Belenntnisfdriften eine Aufmunterung 


aur Treue im Bekenntnis.“ (C. J. Beverlein.) Doctrinal paper: “Christ for 
Us — We for Christ.” (W. ©. ei.) 


Verhandlungen der zweiunddreißigſten Verſammlung der Ev.-Luth. Syno- 
dalfonfereng von Nordamerifa. 1930. 79 Seiten. Prei8: 50 Cts. 


Referat: ,Wabhre Union im Gegenfak gu UnioniSmus und Separatismus.” 
(P. E. Kregmann.) 


Proceedings of the Fifty-Fifth Convention of the Eastern District 
of the Synod of Missouri, Ohio, and Other States. Vol. 1930. 135 
pages. Price, 50 cts. 

Referat: „Die Reformation der Kirche und die drei Kontrareformationen.” 

(F. Pieper.) Doctrinal paper: “The Augsburg Confession Is Mine.” (W. H. 

T. Dau.) 


Richard R. Smith, Inc., New York, N. Y.: — 
Paul the Missionary. By Rev. William M. Taylor, D. D. 570 pages, 
74%X5. Price, $1.00. 


This is a well-printed, popular-priced edition of Dr. Taylor’s famous 
Life of St. Paul, which was originally published in 1881. W.G. PoLack. 
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